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This is the twenty-first Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary which includes the forty-second Annual

Report of the Administrative Office of the Courts. The report covers Fiscal Year 1997, beginning July 1, 1996 and
ending June 30, 1997.

This report provides data on the operation and functions of the Maryland courts. It presents statistical
information on both individual courts and an overview of the Maryland judicial system as a whole. 1t is hoped that
this report will provide a ready source of information to better understand Maryland's court structure and
operations.

The past year has been notable in that it marked a change in judicial leadership with the appointment of the
Honorable Robert M. Bell, the first new Chief Judge in more than twenty years. Chief Judge Bell places great
emphasis on public outreach by the Judiciary in order to better serve Maryland citizens. In that regard, numerous
projects have commenced to better inform and educate the public about judicial processes with a goal to
“demystify” court procedures. Efforts also are underway to ensure that the Judiciary “listens” to the needs of its
users, thus providing an opportunity for a full dialogue. Through this dialogue, Maryland courts can continue to
provide just and timely resolution to disputes arising within our communities.

The Administrative Office of the Courts is indebted to the clerks of the appellate courts, the circuit courts of the
counties and Baltimore City, and to clerks of the District Court of Maryland for their invaluable assistance in
providing the statistics on which most of this report is based. My thanks to them and to all those whose talents
contributed to the preparation of this publication. I commend it to your reading.

George B. Riggin, Jr.
State Court Administrator

(410) 260-1400
Fax (410) 874-2168
Maryland Relay Service (TT/Volce) 1-800-735-2258
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December 1, 1997

The purpose of the Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary is to outline the work, duties, responsibilities, and
accomplishments of the judicial branch of our state government. An accounting of the Judiciary’s operations and
of the caseload so ably handled by the courts demonstrate how well, efficiently and effectively, the system,
personified by the judges and the other necessary components, actually performs and may provide a better
understanding of the problems and issues it encounters when delivering judicial services to the citizens of Maryland.

Maryland has an excellent judiciary, of which I am extremely proud. That this is so is confirmed by the charts
and narratives contained in this Report. It is also important that its quality be maintained, for the effective delivery
of judicial services inspires the public confidence in the courts so vital to the success of the judicial system. In other
words, as the institution responsible for the administration of justice, the Judiciary’s success in fulfilling that mission
is directly related to how well it is able to acquire the public’s trust.

The Judiciary is a complex system, comprised of a four-tiered court organization and related agencies. The
interrelationship between the courts and those agencies is such that each component is dependent on the others
requiring, no, demanding, coordination of efforts and that they cooperate among themselves. Thus, the excellence
of the Judiciary is, in truth, a tribute not simply to the highly competent and hard-working judges, but also to the
many men and women who perform the support functions so necessary to the system’s proper functioning.
Whether their contributions are made in the Administrative Office of the Courts, in one of the county court
administrative offices, in the District Court, in one of the Clerk of Court Offices, at Judicial Information Systems, or
in some other venue, these men and women and their contributions are indispensable.

Just as the success the Judiciary has achieved has been a team effort, so too has been the effort which resulted
in the publication of this Report. I, and indeed the entire Judiciary, am indebted to all who made it possible,
especially those who developed, collected and collated the statistical data on which this Report is based.

This Report is intended to be a resource for the edification of the other two coordinate branches of State
government and, most important, for the citizens of Maryland, whom we are privileged to serve. ] am confident that
it will be viewed as such and hopeful that it will be used to gain insight into the judicial system, its workings, its needs
and, perhaps, its goals. Therefore, I am pleased to present it on behalf of the entire Maryland Judicial System.

(//PW 1&0\

Robert M. Bell
Chief Judge
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STATE OF THE JUDICIARY ADDRESS
BY CHIEF JUDGE ROBERT M. BELL

BEFORE THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF MARYLAND

Governor Glendening; Presi-
dent Miller; Speaker Taylor; Ladies
and Gentlemen of the General As-
sembly:

This is my first appearance bef-
ore this distinguished body as Chief
dudge of the Maryland Court of Ap-
peals, having been so designated by
Governor Glendening just more than
three (3) months ago. Thus, it is my
first opportunity to address you con-
cerning my assessment of the State of
the Judiciary. 1 am honored by your
invitation to appear and for the op-
portunity to share some thoughts
with you.

My esteemed predecessors
have addressed this body on thirteen
(13) occasions - my immediate
predecessor, Robert Charles Mur-
phy, gave twelve (12) State of the Ju-
diciary addresses, while his
predecessor, the illustrious Hall
Hammond gave one, the first. While
this address, in this sense, therefore,
is not historic, there is another sense
in which it is. This is the first time in
almost a quarter of a century that the
leadership of the Judiciary has been
in new and different hands, although
the tradition begun in 1972, havinga
Chief Judge Murphy, has continued.
In addition to myself at the Court of
Appeals, there are new chief judges
of the Court of Special Appeals and
of the District Court of Maryland. Re-
placing an extraordinary chief judge
and indefatigable worker (whom you
will meet shortly), and at the same
time upholding the Murphy tradition
is another tireless worker, soon to be

JANUARY 29, 1997

dubbed the latest phenom, Chief
Judge Joseph F. Murphy. Like his
predecessor, he also does double
duty, chairing the Court of Appeals'
Rules Committee. For the entirety of
its existence until September 16,
1996, the leadership of the District
Court was entrusted to a “very spe-
cial person,” who has been described
accurately as “an enlightened, force-
ful, ever-present, no-nonsense
leader - an inspiration to us all,”

“The next few years and on
into the next century and
millennium present a chal-
lenge. Cognizant of that
fact, Governor Glendening
has appointed outstanding
men and women at each
level of court, thus buttress-
ing my ability to guarantee
that the Judiciary is in good
and competent hands”.

Chief Judge Robert F. Sweeney.
Fully capable of filing Judge
Sweeney's shoes and, indeed, ably
doing so, is an extraordinarily gifted
judge, Martha Rasin. You can also
see that this is the most diverse lead-
ership that the Maryland Judiciary
has had in the history of this State.

The Constitution of Maryland
places the ultimate authority and re-
sponsibility for the direction and
management of the Maryland State
courts in the hands of the Chief
Judge of the Court of Appeals. This

responsibility is awesome, but not
unsettling. This is particularly true
when the Chief Judge enjoys the
good fortune to have excellent lieu-
tenants with whom to share the re-
sponsibility. The team of Bell,
Murphy, and Rasin will lead the
Maryland Judiciary into the twenty-
first century, facing anticipated, but
unprecedented challenges. 1 am
pleased, and Maryland is blessed, to
have this team in place. [ look for-
ward to working with them, Gover-
nor Glendening, and you, to meet
the challenges to the Maryland Judi-
ciary.

Before proceeding further, let
me introduce my esteemed col-
leagues, the Judges of the Court of
Appeals. In transcending order of
seniority, they are: the Honorable
John C. Eldridge of Anne Arundel
County; the Honorable Lawrence F.
Rodowsky of Baltimore City; the
Honorable Howard S. Chasanow of
Prince George’s County; the Honor-
able Irma S. Raker of Montgomery
County; and the Honorable Alan M.
Wilner of Baltimore County, both a
Murphy replacement and a Murphy
predecessor. The Honorable Robert
L. Karwacki of Queen Anne’s County
is not with us because of a long stand-
ing commitment. These judges are,
and will continue to be, real assets to
me; their support, advice, and,
frankly, their help, have been, and |
believe will continue to be, invalu-
able.

My message on the State of the
Maryland Judiciary is a mixed one. |
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prefer to start with the plus side of the
ledger.

The next few years and on into
the next century and millennium
present a challenge. Cognizant of
that fact, Govemor Glendening has
appointed outstanding men and
women at each level of court, thus
buttressing my ability to guarantee
that the Judiciary is in good and
competent hands. | have used the
first three months of my tenure to
take a comprehensive look at our ju-
dicial system, its personnel, its dock-
ets, etc., to make certain of its
condition. I can, and do, report to
you that, while not perfect, it is in ex-
cellent functional condition.

dJust last year, my predecessor
provided an excellent and compre-
hensive overview of the structure, as
well as a brief catalogue of the func-
tion, of the various courts comprising
the Maryland Judiciary and the ad-
junct agencies that serve it. There-
fore, in the words of today's youth, |
will not “go there.” I will, instead, fo-
cus on the people who give the Judi-
ciary life, without whom it could not
function.

Maryland is blessed with, and
fortunate to have, some of this na-
tion's most respected, competent
and hardworking judges. Men and
women of the highest character, they
bring integrity, dedication, under-
standing, and humanity to a calling
that, speaking charitably, is difficult,
often thankless, and too often frus-
trating. Day-in and day-out these ex-
traordinary men and women cope
with and dispose of huge and ever in-
creasing caseloads, often character-
ized by complex and multifaceted
issues with, if not unfailing enthusi-
asm, dedication and remarkable
stamina and with a real and full com-
mitment to the fair and even - with-
out bias or prejudice - dispensing of
justice consistent with the laws that
this body has seen fit to enact.

Upon becoming a judge, hav-
ing elected to serve a public calling
and to forego any opportunities for

much greater personal financial gain,
these men and women are required
to set aside personal preferences and
act only in the public interest.
Moreover, from that time forward,
their actions, their decisions, and, in-
deed, the results of their delibera-
tions have an awesome impact on
the basic fabric of our society. Chief
Justice John Marshall, one of the
greatest of the chief justices of the
United States Supreme Court, ob-
served, more than 160 years ago,
that “[tlhe judicial department
comes home in its effects to every
man's fireside; it passes on his prop-
erty, his reputation, his life, his all.”
That is as true today as it was then.
Consequently, unlike many other
public employees, they, like Caesar's
wife, must always be above re-
proach.

Supported by a cadre of over
3,500 hardworking, knowledgeable,
and dedicated employees at both the
State and local level, they people the
courts where thousands of Mary-
land's citizens each year bring their
disputes for a civilized resolution. In
many of these courts are played out
daily human dramas that reflect the
very worst of society, that portray the
under - seamy, if you will,— side of
life. Thus, our judges regularly see
and are forced to deal with a myriad
of situations foreign to their life expe-
riences and which are productive of
stress and frustration. Those situa-
tions include an explosion of drugre-
lated crimes and violence, the
disintegration of families, the aban-
donment of children, and the break
down or total absence of regard for
society or its people by certain of our
citizens, including an ever increasing
number of our young people. The
latter situation has spawned an ever
increasing need for, and emphasis
on, court security and an under-
standable concem on the part of
judges for personal safety.

As an aside, the Judiciary has
recently instituted what we refer to as
a “Judicial Ride-Along” program. It
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is designed to enable all of you, as
legislators and as citizens, to see first
hand what goes on in courts and how
they are operating. I promise you
that what you see is not likely to re-
semble what you see on television,
even when what is shown is a real,
but high profile case. 1 strongly urge
you to take advantage of this oppor-
tunity, at your convenience, and pay
us a visit.

When | was appointed, in 1975,
to the District Court of Maryland, the
total caseload of the State's trial
courts - the District and circuit courts
- approached one million cases,
(994,478 to be precise). At that time,
the total number of judges author-
ized was 160, 80 District Court
judges and 80 circuit court judges.
We viewed, and said so, that
caseload as incredibly high, given the
complement of trial judges we had
available to cope with the work. Of
course, this was before the asbestos
dockets, tobacco litigation, or mass
toxic torts.

Last year, the District Court
alone had filings of approximately
2,000,000 cases (1,952,387 to be
exact). One category of cases, par-
ticularly vexing and frustrating for
our judges, but extremely important
not only to those affected but to soci-
ety as well, domestic violence cases,
have increased 70 percent in just the
last three years. Almost 270,000

“I also am confident that it
will continue to meet suc-
cessfully every new and dif-
ficult challenge with the
same dedication that has
enabled it to cope with
caseloads that have more
than doubled in volume
since 1975, are today more
complicated, and involve
greater numbers of issues”.
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cases (268,399 exactly) were filed in
the circuit courts last year. And, like
the District Court, though not so dra-
matically, domestic violence cases in
the circuit courts also experienced
substantial increases. Together,
therefore, the combined caseload for
these two trial court levels totaled
2,220,786, an increase of more than
120 percent in the 20 years since |
became a judge. By contrast, the
complement of trial judges had
grown to only 234, an increase of less
than 50 percent.

I am extremely proud of the
performance of the Maryland Judici-
ary. | also am confident that it will
continue to meet successfully every
new and difficult challenge with the
same dedication that has enabled it
to cope with caseloads that have
more than doubled in volume since
1975, are today more complicated,
and involve greater numbers of is-
sues. Efficiency - obtaining maxi-
mum results from our resources,
getting the best from our active
judges and making maximal use of
our cadre of retired judges - and in-
novation - finding new and better
ways of handling dockets and
caseloads -are key reasons which ex-
plain the Judiciary's ability to con-
tinue to play a large and increasingly
critical role in the daily lives of our
citizens despite its relatively small
numbers. An overriding reason for
the Judiciary's success is attributable
to the caliber of the people who have
sought, and been appointed to, judi-
cial office during this period. Not
only are they persons of extraordi-
nary ability, but they have demon-
strated, over time, an unwavering
commitment to the law, the people of
this State, whom they serve, and to
their oath. In that spirit, they have
never sought to shirk their responsi-
bilites, however burdensome;
rather, they have proposed, cooper-
ated with, or willingly implemented,
ideas or programs that promised to
make the processing and disposal of
cases more efficient.

The Maryland Judiciary has
been lucky, its judges have been will-
ing to take on more and more re-
sponsibility, work longer hours, and
cope with more stress, without com-
mensurate remuneration, and with
little or no complaint. Those qualities
and the critical importance of the Ju-
diciary to an ordered society, and,
perhaps, to avoid continuing to rely
on luck, prompted the Judicial Com-
pensation Commission to recom-
mend salary increases ranging from
7.23 To 10.09 Percent. That Com-
mission was created by this distin-
guished body in 1980 for the
purpose of “study[ing] and mak[ing]
recommendations with respect to all
aspects of judicial compensation, to
the end that the judicial compensa-
tion structure shall be adequate to as-
sure that highly qualified persons will
be attracted to the bench and will
continue to serve there without un-
reasonable economic hardship.” 1
urge favorable consideration of
those recommendations.

Much of the credit for the cali-
ber of the Judiciary is due, in truth, to
Robert Charles Murphy, on whose
watch these changes have occurred.
He set the tone for the Judiciary, ac-
cepting nothing less than the very
best from all of us. For thatreason, he
sought to make do through the use of
innovative ideas designed to make
the system work more efficiently bef-
ore seeking additional judgeships; it
was to the alternative that may have
demanded a little more of those of us
already on board that he looked first,
believing, perhaps, that the more ef-
ficient the system, the better it serves
the citizenry. We owe him an enor-
mous debt of gratitude.

1 do not mean to suggest that we
have always made do without re-
questing necessary new judgeships,
only that we try to make such re-
quests as a last, rather than first, re-
sort and, then, only after a detailed
study assessing judicial manpower
needs. Indeed, the drill has been,
continued by me this year, that each
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year, in accordance with a policy ini-
tiated by the General Assembly, the
Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals
formally certifies the number of new
judges, other than Orphans' Court
judges, that are necessary properly to
operate the State's courts. The certifi-
cation is the end result of the applica-
tion of a comprehensive set of criteria
balanced against a pragmatic realiza-
tion that caseloads increase at a
faster pace than judges can be sup-
plied. This year, we are seeking six
(6) additional judgeships, four (4) cir-
cuit - one each for Anne Arundel
County, Baltimore County, Mont-
gomery County, and Prince George's
County - and two District - one each
for Baltimore and Prince George's
Counties.

Speaking of innovation and ef-
ficiency, by Chapter 561 of the Acts
of 1995, the General Assembly cre-
ated the Commission on the Future
of Maryland Courts “to examine the
Maryland court system as it now ex-
ists and to determine whether
changes should be made to ensure
that, in the succeeding decades, the
courts can fulfill their mission of ad-
ministering justice wisely, fairly, and
efficiently.” Chaired by a most out-
standing Maryland lawyer, Mr.
James Cromwell, the Commission is
composed of a cross section of
equally outstanding Marylanders,
well-informed individuals from all
three branches of government and
from the private sector, knowledge-
able in the ways and workings of the
Judiciary, including distinguished
members of the Bar and of this body,
a judge who now sits on the Court of
Appeals, and the very able and as-
tute State Court Administrator,
George B. Riggin, Jr.

As you well know, it now has
made its final report. That report is
comprehensive, articulate, and well
reasoned. Besides echoing my senti-
ments with respect to the high quality
of the Maryland Judiciary and the
men and women who people it, judi-
cial and nonjudicial alike, it also con-
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tains recommendations that, if
implemented, will have conse-
quences for the court system that, at
the very least, can only be described
as significant. Not unexpectedly, the
report has advocates and detractors.
Before reviewing just a few of the
more significant or frequently dis-
cussed recommendations, it must be
said that, given the thoroughness of
the process, whatever your inclina-
tion, the report deserves your careful
study and serious consideration.

The Commission recom-
mended: (1) consolidation of the ex-
isting circuit courts along the model
of the District Court, but preserving
local autonomy, where appropriate,
to be fully funded by the State, and
having a Chief Judge as its adminis-
trative head. Perhaps the most con-
troversial and, ultimately, the most
costly, it would create a major
change in the current court structure.
Thus, its implementation, as with
several other recommendations,
must be accomplished, if at all, by
way of an amendment to our Consti-
tution; (2) establishment of a State-
wide personnel system for clerical
and other nonjudicial and nonpro-
fessional personnel designed to
equalize the pay and other benefits of
persons doing the same work. Al-
though its objectives cannot rea-
sonably be questioned, the devil is in
the detail. Having recently wrestled
with major personnel reforms, you
certainly are fully familiar with the
many difficult issues associated with
such efforts; (3) abolition of the Or-
phans' Courts and transfer of their ju-
risdiction to the circuit courts. The
choice this recommendation pres-
ents is between eliminating an un-
necessary bureaucracy and retaining
an institution with roots to colonial
times, which is perceived to serve the
public well; (4) abolition of contested
circuit court judicial elections in favor
of retention elections, an issue by no
means new to this body; (5) develop
and implement a system of judicial
evaluations, designed to improve
each judge's performance and pro-
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vide information relevant to the deci-
sion whether, or not, to retain the
judge. This recommendation goes
hand in hand with the prior one; (6)
abolition of the contested election of
circuit court clerks and (7) abolition
of the contested election of the Regis-
ters of Wills. Adoption of these rec-
ommendations, like the one relating
to the election of judges, requires a
Constitutional amendment and a
phase-in period; (8) decriminaliza-
tion of nonincarcerable traffic of-
fenses and conducting their trial
administratively. These are the so-
called “rules of the road” cases such
as running a stop-sign or exceeding
the speed limit, which do not rise to
the same level as an alcohol related
driving offense or other more serious
crime. Although District Court judges
would be relieved of that caseload,
again, the devil is in the detail; (9)
mandatory alternative dispute reso-
lution (ADR) in all but a few selected
cases. For many years, courts have
turned to ADR in vanous forms as a
means to sustain court productivity
and avoid undue delay in resolving
cases; (10) abolition of trial de novo
criminal appeals; (11) requiring all
contested juvenile cases to be tried
by a judge rather than a master; (12)
establishment of a family division
within the circuit court in all counties
in which it is feasible, given the
number of judges.

These recommendations, and
perhaps some | have not mentioned,
have generated a great deal of dis-
cussion among the judges and other
affected persons and groups. Some,
most notably the proposal to consoli-
date the circuit courts and those call-
ing for the abolition of certain
contested elections, have sparked
real controversy. Some have been
the subject of similar reports to this
body. Proposals to consolidate the
circuit courts were mentioned in
each of Chief Judge Murphy's first
three State of the Judiciary addresses
and in Chief Judge Hammond's.
Abolition of de novo criminal ap-
peals from the District Court was

mentioned in three of the first four
addresses, as was the call for the re-
moval of circuit court judges from the
electoral process. In 1972, Chief
dJudge Hammond alluded to the
transfer of the Orphans' Court's juris-
diction to the circuit courts, while, in
1977, Chief Judge Murphy spoke at
length about the “family court divi-
sion” of the circuit court and transfer-
ring “minor traffic offenses” from the
District Court to a new bureaucracy.
All deserve, | reiterate, critical analy-
sis.

Unlike in some quarters, the Ju-
diciary has taken no firm position. Al-
though I have begun the process of
evaluating all of the recommenda-
tions in light of my new position, it is
not yet complete. Input from my col-
leagues at all levels of the court, but
especially from those most affected
by particular proposals, is critical.
Some, most notably on the issue of
circuit court consolidation, I have al-
ready received; however, input on
others of the recommendations, as
well as from other sources, especially
with respect to those issues as to
which there are many divergent
points of view, has not. Indeed, it is
my intention to solicit the views of the
State and local bar associations. The
Commission has itself recognized
that those recommendations that
seem noncontroversial may present
troublesome issues when the details
are filled in. This report does not pur-
portto fill in the details. The Judiciary
will, I promise, formulate a position
on each relevant issue in sufficient
time to have input and meaningful
participation in any debate that
might precede the introduction of
legislation. That said, I recognize, as
the Commission report points out,
that the success of its plan depends
on a concerted effort by the Execu-
tive, Legislative, and dJudicial
branches of government. [ also am
aware that whether there will be such
an effort depends, in turn, upon a
threshold determination, whether
the recommendations are, in fact,
necessary to assure the proper and
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efficient operation of the courts into
the 21st century. Because, whatever
the outcome of the debate, the im-
pact will be felt well into the 21st cen-
tury, it is critical that all branches of
government give due consideration
to that issue. [ assure you that the Ju-
diciary will and that it will share the
results of its study with you timely
and candidly.

I stated that I come before you
today with a mixed message. Many
observers of the courts would likely
dispute my glowing assessment of
the Maryland Judiciary. Despite our
best efforts to date, the public's per-
ceptions, and particularly its misper-
ceptions, of how well the courts
perform, have deteriorated over
time. There is, in other words a gap
between the reality of the situation
and its perception.

Certainly, public dissatisfaction
with the courts and the way they ad-

We may look forward to a near fu-
ture when our courts will be swift and
certain agents of justice, whose deci-
sions will be acquiesced in and re-
spected by all.” If Pound were alive
today, he no doubt would be
shocked, if not greatly saddened and
disappointed, that this era of judicial
preeminence has yet to be realized.

In point of fact, over the last ten
years, surveys in a number of states
have uniformly reported that only 22
to 48% of the public have a high de-
gree of confidence in the judicial sys-
tem, or rate the court system as doing
a good or excellent job. More recent
surveys reflect that confidence in the
courts is linked to confidence in pub-
lic institutions generally. This is con-
sistent with what we have all
observed recently, that the public has
become more critical of government
in general, while at the same time ex-
pecting more of governmental serv-
ices.

“How do courts inspire public trust and confidence?
The answer is, I think, through their actions -good and
prompt performance and sensitivity - and effective pub-

lic communication. Certainly, trust and confidence
must be commanded and earned, it cannot simply be
demanded. With this in mind, the Maryland Judiciary is
committed to closing the gap between perception and
reality; we cannot and will not permit misperceptions of
our courts to go unanswered”.

minister justice is not new. In 1906,
one of America's noted legal schol-
ars, Roscoe Pound, delivered his
celebrated address on “The Causes
of Popular Dissatisfaction With the
Administration of Justice,” univer-
sally considered one of the most in-
fluential legal papers ever written.
Pound believed that his address
would at least promote, if not usher
in, an era of great judicial reform.
Having presented a lengthy, but
careful, analysis of the causes of pub-
lic dissatisfaction, he concluded his
address with the observation, “. . .

And lack of confidence - being
skeptical of the courts' ability to de-
liver equal treatment - is particularly
strong among people of color: in a re-
cent California survey, for example,
70% of African-American respon-
dents reported a lack of confidence in
the courts compared with 53% of the
general population, which rated the
courts as only fair or poor. The point
to be derived from this data has nei-
ther a racial nor ethnic agenda,
rather it simply illustrates that our
courts face a crisis of confidence that

crosses racial, ethnic and economic
lines.

.While, as [ have indicated, the
court system is not the only public in-
stitution to suffer a crisis of confi-
dence, it suffers perhaps more
because its effectiveness is directly
dependent on public trust, confi-
dence and respect. As Alexander
Hamilton noted in the Federalist Pa-
pers, the Judicial branch of govemn-
ment is the weakest and least
dangerous branch of government
because it has neither the power of
the purse, nor the power of the
sword. The Judicial branch, Hamil-
ton observed further, has merely its
own good judgment. More recently,
the late Supreme Court Justice Thur-
good Marshall declared, along the
same lines, “we must never forget
that the only real source of power
that we as judges can tap is the re-
spect of the people.”

How do courts inspire public
trust and confidence? The answer is,
I think, through their actions -good
and prompt performance and sensi-
tivity - and effective public communi-
cation. Certainly, trust and confi-
dence must be commanded and
eamed, it cannot simply be de-
manded. With this in mind, the
Maryland Judiciary is committed to
closing the gap between perception
and reality; we cannot and will not
permit misperceptions of our courts
to go unanswered. This will require a
commitment to greater public out-
reach, a willingness to go beyond the
courthouse walls to restore the pub-
lic's faith and trust in the Judiciary as
a viable institution of justice, accessi-
ble and affordable, color-blind, and
fair. It is a commitment we must
make, not only because it is right to
do so, but also because, with the
public's respect, the courts’ effective-
ness will be enhanced.

As | have already indicated, the
courts have done a good job. There
is, however, as there always is, room
for improvement. Avoidable trial de-
lays or unexplained time lapses be-
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“We must also make the
courts more accessible to
those who cannot afford law-
vers or lengthy proceedings,
yet who need better court
access”.

tween judicial rulings and mysterious
court procedures must be avoided.
Where delay is unavoidable, the rea-
sons must be better communicated.

On the issue of better communi-
cation, the courts have not informed
the public of their structure, func-
tions, and programs or educated the
community about the law very well.
My intention and vision is for the
Maryland Judiciary to increase its fo-
cus on public outreach to inform the
public better as to how best they can
negotiate what is to some a mysteri-
ous and sometimes tricky path to jus-
tice. Through both written and
electronic Judiciary outreach pro-
grams, we intend to make our courts,
and especially their procedures,
more understandable and user
friendly. As we speak, the Public
Awareness Commiittee of the Judi-
cial Conference, under the able lead-
ership of Judge Angeletti, is in the
process of designing programs and
initiatives to that end. Moreover, so
important is the demuystification of
the courts that the only restrictions on
a judge's public outreach are those
imposed by the Code of Judicial
Conduct and the judge's court sched-
ule. In other words, judicial involve-
ment in the community is
encouraged.

With your support, the Judici-
ary is engaged in a massive State-
wide computer project to automate
the circuit courts and provide better
services to court users. The new cir-
cuit court case management system
will have the capability for lawyers
and the public to access court infor-
mation remotely and, eventually, file

pleadings that way. Through
extensive computer networking, the
system will also provide judges with
better information about the criminal
records of defendants who appear
before them, thus, making it more
likely that proper sentences will be
imposed upon a finding of guilt. It
will also insure that the courts con-
tinue to absorb caseload increases,
reduce trial delay, and enhance the
services offered to court litigants. |
might add that, unlike many of the
failed automation projects you often
read about in the news, the Judiciary
case management automation proj-
ect has been a complete success and
is being migrated to jurisdictions
throughout the State. | attribute this
accomplishment to the hard work of
the Administrative Office of the
Courts, in partnership with the circuit
court clerks' offices. Your continued
support and funding of the project is
critical.

We must also make the courts
more accessible to those who cannot
afford lawyers or lengthy proceed-
ings, yet who need better court ac-
cess. Aware that less than 20% of
Maryland's low income population
was being served by existing legal
services for critical legal problems,
most particularly, domestic and fam-
ily law issues, with your support, the
Judiciary has responded. We allo-
cated funds to ten jurisdictions to en-
hance family-related services which
support mediation, parenting semi-
nars, the dissemination of legal infor-
mation, lawyer referral, and
automation. Last year, for the first
time, the Judiciary requested and re-
ceived funds to hire contractual court
masters to reduce the time required
to resolve domestic and family-
related disputes in 15 counties, in
which local funding was unavailable.
Because of the importance and suc-
cess of this initiative, we are seeking
additional funds in our Fiscal 1998
Budget to increase this program. And
we are working cooperatively with
the Maryland State Bar Association
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to develop sources of funding to re-
place that cut from the Legal Services
Corporation's budget.

The Judiciary has formed a
partnership with the Women's Law
Center to establish and maintain ale-
gal forms help line. It is a Statewide,
toll-free telephone service staffed by
experienced family law practitioners
to assist litigants using simplified
court forms. This is the only such
Statewide service in the Nation and it
has been recognized by the Ameri-
can Bar Association and the National
Association of Court Managernent.

We have formed a partnership
with the University of Maryland Law
School to provide legal assistance to
income eligible litigants using the
services of supervised law school stu-
dents at the courthouses in Anne
Arundel County and Baltimore City.
The use of students is unique to
Maryland and has attracted consid-
erable interest from many other
states.

A partnership has also been
formed between the Judiciary and
the House of Ruth and the Women's
Law Center to establish a pilot proj-
ect in Baltimore City to provide both
legal and service-related assistance
to domestic violence litigants on site
at the circuit court and the District
Court.

Insuring equal access to indi-
gent criminal defendants may have
Constitutional implications, particu-
larly as it relates to adequate repre-
sentation and speedy trial. Last year,
the State Judiciary reverted a portion
of its FY 1996 Budget to support the
Office of the Public Defender when,
due to high caseload volume, it was
unable to provide, in a number of
cases, the representation statutorily
or Constitutionally mandated. This
was done in the interest of the sys-
tem, for, in truth, the Public De-
fender, like the State's Attorney, is an
integral part of the criminal justice
system. It is not true, as many on-
lookers who are critical of State fund-
ing for the Public Defender would
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suggest, that such support is some-
how being “soft on crime.” But pro-
viding adequate representation for
indigent defendants is guaranteed
under both the federal constitution
and our own. In addition, this body
has implemented those guarantees
by enacting the Public Defender Act.
The effect of insufficiently funding
the Public Defender, therefore,
serves no purpose other than to de-
lay trial, a result which, ironically,
usually benefits the defendant, rather
than the victim.

In his 1975 State of the Judici-
ary Address, my predecessor com-
mented, “We of the Judiciary are, of

course, ever cognizant of the fact that
we are servants of the people, even
as we judge them; that courts exist,
not for the convenience of judges,
nor to provide a livelihood for law-
yers, but solely for the administration
of justice for all the people of Mary-
land, be they litigants, victims of
crimes, advocates of freedom, or
parents concerned with the State and
country their children will inherit. We
continue to be devout believers in
the doctrine of separation of powers -
of governmental checks and bal-
ances, in practice as well as in theory.
We believe that each of the three co-
ordinate branches of government, to
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successfully accomplish its function,
must work in harmony with the oth-
ers, if the good government envis-
aged by the Constitutional creation
of three branches - the Legislative,
the Executive and the Judicial - is to
be achieved.”

Believing that accurately and
fully describes the role of the courts
and the way the government should
work, | thank you and the Governor
for your continuing support of the Ju-
diciary and I look forward to canrying
on that cooperative spirit. And, once
again, | thank you for the privilege of
appearing before you.
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Judicial Revenues and Expenditures
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In Fiscal Year 1997, state and
local costs to support the operations
of the Judicial branch of government
were approximately $221 million.
The Judicial branch consists of the
Court of Appeals; the Court of Spe-
cial Appeals; the circuit courts; the
District Court of Maryland; the circuit
court clerks’ offices; the Administra-
tive Office of the Courts; the Stand-
ing Committee on Rules of Practice
and Procedure of the Court of Ap-
peals; the State Board of Law Exam-
iners; the Maryland State Law
Library; and the Commission on Ju-
dicial Disabilities. There were 254 ju-
dicial positions and approximately
3,500 non-judicial positions in the
Judicial branch as of June 30, 1997.
The State-funded Judiciary operates
on a program budget and expended
$172,273,417 in Fiscal Year 1997.

The two appellate courts and
their respective clerks’ offices are
funded by two programs. The circuit
court program contains the compen-
sation, travel, and educational costs
for circuit court judges which totaled
$23,162,549, and the costs to oper-
ate the circuit court clerks’ offices of
$47,307,136, all of which totaled
$70,469,685. The largest program is
the State-funded District Court
which expended $74,156,451. The
Maryland Judicial Conference con-
tains funds for continuing judicial
education and Conference activities.
Remaining programs fund the Ad-
ministrative Office, the Maryland
State Law Library, the Standing
Committee on Rules of Practice and
Procedure, the State Board of Law
Examiners, the State Reporter, and
the Commission on dJudicial Disabili-
ties.

" Judicial Branch Personnel in Profile
Judicial Personnel
Court of Appeals 7
Court of Special Appeals 13
Circuit Courts 134
District Court 100
Non-Judicial Personnel
Court of Appeals 29
Court of Special Appeals 61
District Court 1,197.6
Administrative Office of the Courts 190.5
Court-Related Offices
State Board of Law Examiners 6
Standing Committee on Rules 3
of Practice and Procedure
State Law Library 10
State Reporter 1
Circuit Courts—Local Funding 883.2
Circuit Courts 1,123.1
Total 3,758.4*
*Includes allocated, temporary, and contractual positions.

The Attorney Grievance Com-
mission and the Clients’ Security
Trust Fund are supported by assess-
ments paid by lawyers entitled to
practice in Maryland. These support-
ing funds are not included in the Ju-
dicial budget.

The figures and tables show the
State revenue and expenditures for
Fiscal Year 1997. With the exception
of three special funds, all revenues
are remitted to the State’s general
fund. The Land Records Improve-
ment Fund, created by statute effec-
tive in Fiscal Year 1992, permits a

surcharge by circuit court clerks for
recording land instruments. The fund
is used for essential land records
automation and equipment to im-
prove land records operations in the
clerks’ offices. The second special
fund is the Victims of Crime Fund,
also created by statute effective Fis-
cal Year 1992. The source of the
funds are additional costs assessed in
criminal cases, a portion of which are
to be remitted to this fund to establish
programs that provide victims and
witness services. The third special
fund is the State Transfer Tax. Prior
to Fiscal Year 1993, State Transfer



Tax was deposited into the general
fund. During Fiscal Year 1997, the
circuit court clerk offices collected
State Transfer Tax totaling
$67,191,124. Shown on the follow-
ing tables is the total revenue col-
lected by the circuit court clerks in
Fiscal Year 1997 for court related
and non-court related activities. A
total of $34,257,850 was collected
for commissions on land records
transactions, State licenses, court
costs, and for criminal injuries com-
pensation. In addition, the clerks’ of-
fices remitted $163,954,790 to local
governments for recordation taxes,
licenses, and court fines. An addi-
tional $2,928,197 was collected for
the Land Records Improvement
Fund, $123,793 was collected for
the Victims of Crime Fund, and
$129,065 was collected for the

Criminal Injury Compensation
Fund. The District Court remitted
$67,666,798 in fees, fines, and costs
to the State general fund. An addi-
tional $7,315,465 was collected for
various special funds ($3,880,083
for the Law Enforcement Training
Fund; $2,633,843 for the Criminal
Injury Compensation Fund; and
$801,539 for the Victims of Crime
Fund).

The total State budget was ap-
proximately $14.7 billion in Fiscal
Year 1997. The illustration reflects
that the State-funded Judicial
budget consumes about 1.2 percent
of the entire State budget. Other ex-
penditures of the circuit courts come
from local appropriations from
Maryland’s 23 counties and Balti-
more City. These appropriations
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were approximately $48.8 million in
Fiscal Year 1997. Revenues from
fines, forfeitures and certain appear-
ance fees are returned to the subdivi-
sions, primarily for the support of the
local court library.

Other court-related revenues
collected by the circuit courts comes
from fees and charges in domestic re-
lations matters and service charges in
collecting non-support payments.

The chart illustrating the contri-
butions by the State and local subdi-
visions to support the Judicial branch
of government, shows that the State
portion accounts for approximately
77.9 percent of all costs, while the lo-
cal subdivisions account for 22.1 per-
cent.
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STATE FUNDED PORTION OF JUDICIAL FUNDING SOURCES FOR
EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997 JUDICIAL BRANCH

Public Education

Health and
Mental Hygiene
23%

Transportation
16%

el
cial‘Budget

" Staté Fiinded Judicial

General Revenues*

Program Actual Actual Actual
FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997

Court of Appeals $ 95,423 $ 118,208 $ 118,459
Court of Special Appeals 115,900 114,291 111,854
Circuit Courts *%*33 923,853 **33,369,537 **34, 257,850
District Court 63,165,087 63,199,502 67,666,798
Administrative Office of the Courts ***1.064,336 ***857 506 _
State Board of Law Examiners 613,484 613,665 635,742
TOTAL $98,978,083 $98,272,709 $102,790,703

*Please refer to the narrative for an explanation of the revenues. In addition, $2,928,197 was remitted to the Land Records
Improvement Fund, $925,332 to the State’s Victims of Crime Fund, and $2,762,908 to the Criminal Injury Compensation
Fund.

**Prior to 1993, State Transfer taxes were included in General Fund revenue. Beginning in 1993, State Transfer taxes were
allocated to a special fund. State Transfer taxes were $67,191,124 for FY 1997.

***These funds were collected by the Administrative Office of the Courts through administration of the Federal Child Support
Enforcement Agreement.

Expenditures
Program Actual Actual Actual
FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997
Courtof Appeals $ 2,532,578 $ 2,637,370 $ 2774267
Court of Special Appeals 4,738,510 4,925,649 4,969,544
Circuit Courts 62,441,862 69,026,258 70,469,685
{Includes Circuit Court Clerks’ Offices)

District Court 66,407,015 72,028,525 74,156,451
Maryland Judicial Conference 42,624 48,320 50,430
Administrative Office of the Courts 3,592,014 3,595,040 3,923,623
Court-Related Agencies 989,137 1,002,926 1,340,569
Maryland State Law Library 747,646 737,746 777,645
Judicial Data Processing 8,876,771 10,034,151 10,197,274

TOTAL $150,368,157 $164,035,985 $168,659,488
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The Maryland Judicial System

THE MARYLAND JUDICIAL SYSTEM
- FISCAL YEAR 1997

COURT OF APPEALS
Chief Judge and 6 Associates

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
Chief judge and 12 Associates

CIRCUIT COURTS

FIRST CIRCUIT SECOND CIRCUIT
Dorchester

Somerset

THIRD CIRCUIT

FIFTH CIRCUIT \['SIXTH CIRCUIT ) F SEVENTH CIRCUIT \ [ EIGHTH CIRCUIT
Baltimore Anne Arundel Frederick Calvert Baltimore City
Carroll Montgomery Chartes
Howard

Prince George's
St. Mary's

Wicomico

Worcester

7 Judges

17 judges 28 judges

ORPHANS' COURTS

All political subdivisions except
Harford and Montgomery Counties

THE DISTRICT COURT

' CHIEF JUDGE '

DISTRICT 2 DISTRICT 3 DISTRICT 4 DISTRICT § DISTRICT ¢ DISTRICT 7 DISTRICT 8 DISTRICT 9 DISTRICT 10 || DISTRICT 11
Dorchester Caroline Calvert Prince George's|] Montgomery (] Anne Arundel Baltimore Harford Carroll Frederick Allegany
Somerset Charles Howard Washington Garrett
Wicomico St. Mary's

Worcester

S judges 4 Judges

DISTRICT 12

0 jdges | 12 jodges | 8 Judges 12 Judges || 4 judges 6 Judges

4 Judges 3 Judges
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STATE OF MARYLAND

#r Cumbertand 3 Washington
Garrett Alleqang é teri
« YrFrederid

Judicial Circuits and Districts

JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED IN APPELLATE CIRCUITS

First Appellate Circuit - Caroline, Cecil, Dorchester, Kent, Queen Anne's, Somerset, Talbot, Wicomico, and Worcester
Second Appellate Circuit - Baltimore and Harford
Third Appellate Circuit - Allegany, Carroll, Frederick, Garrett, Howard, and Washington
Fourth Appellate Circuit - Prince George's
Fifth Appellate Circuit - Anne Arundel, Calvert, Charles, and St. Mary's
Sixth Appellate Circuit - Baltimore City
Seventh Appellate Circuit - Montgomery

JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED IN JUDICIAL CIRCUITS

First Judicial Circuit - Dorchester, Somerset, Wicomico, and Worcester
Second Judicial Circuit - Caroline, Cecil, Kent, Queen Anne's, and Talbot
Third Judicial Circuit - Baltimore and Harford
Fourth Judicial Circuit - Allegany, Garrett, and Washington
Fifth Judicial Circuit - Anne Arundel, Carroll, and Howard
Sixth Judicial Circuit - Frederick and Montgomery
Seventh Judicial Circuit - Calvert, Charles, Prince George's, and St. Mary's
Eighth Judicial Circuit - Baltimore City

JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED IN DISTRICT COURT DISTRICTS
First District - Baltimore City
Second District - Dorchester, Somerset, Wicomico, and Worcester
Third District - Caroline, Cecil, Kent, Queen Anne’s, and Talbot
Fourth District - Calvert, Charles, and St. Mary's
Fifth District - Prince George’s
Sixth District - Montgomery
Seventh District - Anne Arundel
Eighth District - Baltimore
Ninth District - Harford
Tenth District - Carroll and Howard
Eleventh District - Frederick and Washington
Twelfth District - Allegany and Garrett
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THE APPELLATE COURTS
The Court of Appeals

Hon. Robert M. Bell, CJ (6) Hon. Howard S. Chasanow (4) Hon. Irma S. Raker (7)
Hon. John C. Eldridge (5) Hon. Robert L. Karwacki (1) Hon. Alan M. Wilner (2)
Hon. Lawrence F. Rodowsky (3)

The Court of Special Appeals
Hon. Joseph F. Murphy, CJ (At-Large) Hon. Glenn T. Harrell, Jr. (At-Large) Hon. Andrew L. Sonner (7)
Hon. Charles E. Moylan, Jr. (At-Large) Hon. Ellen L. Hollander (At-Large) Hon. Deborah S. Byrnes (At-Large)
Hon. William W. Wenner (3) Hon. James P. Salmon (4) Hon. James A. Kenney, 11l (At-Large)
Hon. Dale R. Cathell (1) Hon. James R. Eyler (2)
Hon. Arrie W. Davis (6) Hon. Raymond G. Thieme (5)

The Circuit Courts

First Judicial Circuit Fourth Judicial Circuit Hon. S. Michael Pincus
Hon. Theodore R. Eschenburg, CJ *Hon. Frederick C. Wright, I, CJ Hon. D. Warren Donohue
Hon. Donald F. Johnson Hon. J. Frederick Sharer Hon. William P. Turner

Hon. D. William Simpson
Hon. Richard D. Warren

Hon. Thomas C. Groton, 11I
*Hon. Daniel M. Long

Hon. Sally D. Adkins

Second Judicial Circuit

Hon. Donaldson C. Cole, Jr., CJ
*Hon. J. Owen Wise

Hon. Edward D.E. Rollins, Jr.
Hon. John W. Sause, Jr.

Hon. William S. Horne

Hon. J. Frederick Price

Hon. Dexter M. Thompson, Jr.

Third Judicial Circuit
*Hon. Edward A. DeWaters, Jr., CJ
Hon. J. William Hinkel

Hon. John F. Fader, Il

Hon. Cypert O. Whitfill

Hon. William O. Carr

Hon. James T. Smith, Jr.

Hon. Dana M. Levitz

Hon. dohn G. Turnbull, 1
Hon. Maurice W. Baldwin, Jr.
Hon. Stephen M. Waldron

Hon
Hon
Hon
Hon

. Gary G. Leasure

. John H. McDowell

. James L. Sherbin

. W. Kennedy Boone, 1l]

Vacancy
Fifth Judicial Circuit

Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
*Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.

Luke K. Burns, Jr., CJ
Eugene M. Lerner
Martin A. Wolff
James C. Cawood, Jr.
Raymond J. Kane, Jr.
Robert H. Heller, Jr.
James B. Dudley
Raymond E. Beck, Sr.
Lawrence H. Rushworth
Francis M. Arnold
Dennis M. Sweeney
Clayton Greene, Jr.
Pamela L. North
Diane O. Leasure
Ronald A Silkworth
Lenore R. Gelfman
Michael E. Loney

Sixth Judicial Circuit

Hon. Michael D. Mason
Hon. Durke G. Thompson
Hon. John H. Tisdale

Hon. Martha G. Kavanaugh
Hon. James C. Chapin
Hon. Louise G. Scrivener
Hon. Nelson W. Rupp, Jr.
Seventh Judicial Circuit
Hon. Robert J. Woods, CJ
Hon. Robert H. Mason
Hon. Richard J. Clark

Hon. Arthur M. Ahalt

Hon. G.R. Hovey Johnson
Hon. Joseph S. Casula
Hon. Darlene G. Perry
Hon. John H. Briscoe

Hon. Graydon S. McKee, 111

*Hon. William D. Missouri
Hon. Robert C. Nalley

Hon. Marvin S. Kaminetz
Hon. Steven . Platt

Hon. Larnzell Martin, Jr.
Hon. Richard H. Sothoron, Jr.
Hon. C. Philip Nichols, Jr.

Hon. Barbara Kerr Howe Hon. DelLawrence Beard, CJ Hon. William B. Spellbring, Jr.
Hon. Alfred L. Brennan, Sr. Hon. G. Edward Dwyer, Jr. Hon. Warren J. Krug

Hon. Christian M. Kahl Hon. J. James McKenna Hon. Thomas P. Smith

Hon. Thomas J. Bollinger, Sr. Hon. Mary Ann Stepler Hon. E. Allen Shepherd

Hon. J. Norris Byrnes *Hon. Paul H. Weinstein Hon. Marjorie L. Clagett

Hon. Robert E. Cabhill, Sr. Hon. Vincent E. Ferretti, Jr. Hon. Sherrie L. Krauser

Hon. John O. Hennegan Hon. Paul A. McGuckian Hon. Steven G. Chappelle
Hon. Lawrence R. Daniels Hon. James L. Ryan Hon. Michele D. Hotten

Hon. Robert E. Cadigan Hon. Herbert L. Rollins Hon. Christopher C. Henderson
Hon. Thomas E. Marshall Hon. Ann S. Harrington *Circuit Administrative Judge
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Hon. Sheila Tillerson Adams
Hon. Theresa A. Nolan
Vacancy

Eighth Judicial Circuit

*Hon. Joseph H.H. Kaplan
Hon. John Carroll Byrnes
Hon. Kenneth Lavon Johnson
Hon. Edward J. Angeletti
Hon. Thomas E. Noel
Hon. David B. Mitchell

Hon. Robert I.H. Hammerman, CJ

The Circuit Courts (Continued)

Hon. Kathleen O'Ferrall Friedman
Hon. Clifton J. Gordy, Jr.
Hon. Mabel H. Hubbard
Hon. John N. Prevas

Hon. Ellen M. Heller

Hon. Roger W. Brown

Hon. John C. Themelis

Hon. Richard T. Rombro
Hon. Paul A. Smith

Hon. Joseph P. McCurdy, Jr.
Hon. Martin P. Welch

Hon. Carol E. Smith
Hon. Albert J. Matricciani, dJr.
Hon. David W. Young
Hon. Bonita J. Dancy
Hon. Gary . Strausberg
Hon. Thomas J.S. Waxter, Jr.
Hon. William D. Quarles
Hon. Evelyn Omega Cannon
Hon. Allen L. Schwait
Vacancy

*Circuit Administrative Judge

Hon. Martha F. Rasin, CJ
District 1
Hon. Martin A. Kircher
Hon. Alan M. Resnick
*Hon. Mary Ellen T. Rinehardt
Hon. Charlotte M. Cooksey
Hon. H. Gary Bass
Hon. Keith E. Mathews
Hon. Askew W. Gatewood, Jr.
Hon. Alan J. Karlin
Hon. Theodore B. Oshrine
Hon. Kathleen M. Sweeney
Hon. Teaette S. Price
Hon. Barbara B. Waxman
Hon. Jamey H. Weitzman
Hon. C. Yvonne Holt-Stone
Hon. Gale R. Caplan
Hon. Norman E. Johnson, Jr.
Hon. Nancy B. Shuger
Hon. John M. Glynn
Hon. Jack I. Lesser
Hon. Ben C. Clyburn
Hon. Charles A. Chiapparelli
Hon. Audrey J. Carrion
Hon. John P. Miller
Hon. Timothy J. Doory
District 2
Hon. Robert D. Horsey
*Hon. John L. Norton, 11l
Hon. R. Scott Davis
Hon. Richard R. Bloxom
Hon. Lloyd O. Whitehead
District 3
Hon. L. Edgar Brown
Hon. John T. Clark, Il
Hon. William H. Adkins, 111
*Hon. James C. McKinney
Hon. Harry J. Goodrick

The District Court of Maryland

Hon. Floyd L. Parks, dJr.
District 4
Hon. C. Clarke Raley
Hon. Gary S. Gasparovic
*Hon. Stephen L. Clagett
Hon. Richard A. Cooper
District 5
Hon. Gerard F. Devlin
Hon. John F. Kelly, Sr.
Hon. Thurman H. Rhodes
*Hon. Frank M. Kratovil
Hon. Patrice E. Lewis
Hon. Josef B. Brown
Hon. Michael P. Whalen
Hon. Ronald D. Schiff
Hon. Melanie M. Shaw-Geter
Hon. Thomas J. Love
Vacancy
District 6
Hon. Louis D. Harrington
*Hon. Comnelius J. Vaughey
Hon. Patrick L. Woodward
Hon. Dennis M. McHugh
Hon. Lee M. Sislen
Hon. Thomas L. Craven
Hon. Joanne T. Wills
Hon. Barry A. Hamilton
Hon. Eric M. Johnson
Hon. Patricia M. Goldberg
Hon. Mary E. McCormick
Vacancy
District 7
*Hon. Joseph P. Manck
Hon. Vincent A. Mulieri
Hon. James W. Dryden
Hon. Essom V. Ricks, Jr.
Hon. Nancy L. Davis-Loomis
Hon. Robert C. Wilcox

Hon. Paul A. Hackner
Vacancy
District 8
*Hon. John H. Garmer
Hon. A. Gordon Boone, Jr.
Hon. Patricia S. Pytash
Hon. Charles E. Foos, Il
Hon. 1. Marshall Seidler
Hon. Michael L. McCampbell
Hon. Barbara R. Jung
Hon. G. Darrell Russell
Hon. Alexander Wright, Jr.
Hon. Robert N. Dugan
Hon. Darryl G. Fletcher
Hon. Alexandra N. Williams
District 9
Hon. Lawrence S. Lanahan, Jr.
Hon. John L. Dunnigan
*Hon. Emory A. Plitt, Jr.
Hon. Victor K. Butanis
District 10
*Hon. James N. Vaughan
Hon. Louis A. Becker, Il
Hon. JoAnn M. Ellinghaus-Jones
Hon. Marc G. Rasinsky
Hon. Neil E. Axel
Hon. Alice P. Clark
District 11
*Hon. Frederick J. Bower
Hon. W. Milnor Roberts
Hon. R. Noel Spence
Hon. Ralph H. France, 1l
District 12
*Hon. Paul J. Stakem
Hon. W. Timothy Finan
Hon. Ralph M. Bumett
*District Administrative Judge
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Introduction

The Court of Appeals, the high-
est tribunal in the State of Maryland,
was created by the Constitution of
1776. The Court sat in various loca-
tions throughout the State in the
early years of its existence, but it has
satonly in Annapolis since 1851. The
Court is composed of seven judges,
one from each of the seven appellate
judicial circuits. The appellate judi-
cial circuits were realigned after ratifi-
cation of Chapter 103, Acts of 1994.
As a result of that realignment, there
are now seven appellate circuits.
Montgomery and Prince George’s
Counties joined Baltimore City as
single jurisdiction circuits. Members
of the Court are initially appointed by
the Governor and confirmed by the
Senate. Subsequently, they run for
office on their records, unopposed. If
a judge’s retention in office is re-
jected by the voters or there is a tie
vote, that office becomes vacant and
must be filled by a new appointment.
Otherwise, the incumbent judge re-
mains in office for a ten-year term.
The Chief Judge of the Court of Ap-
peals is designated by the Governor
and is the constitutional administra-
tive head of the Maryland Judiciary.

As a result of legislation effec-
tive January 1, 1975, the Court of
Appeals hears cases almost exclu-
sively by way of certiorari, a discre-
tionary review process. That process
has resulted in the reduction of the
Courts’ formerly excessive workload
to a more manageable level, thus al-
lowing the Court to devote more
time to the most important and far-
reaching issues.
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The Court may review cases al-
ready decided by the Court of Spe-
cial Appeals or bring up for review,
cases filed in that Court before they
are decided. Additionally, the Court
of Appeals has exclusive jurisdiction
over appeals in which a sentence of
death is imposed. Cases from the cir-
cuit court level also may be reviewed
by the Court of Appeals if those
courts have acted in an appellate ca-
pacity with respect to an appeal from
the District Court. The Court is em-
powered to adopt rules of judicial ad-
ministration, practice, and
procedure which will have the force
of law. It also admits persons to the
practice of law, reviews recornmen-
dations of the State Board of Law Ex-

aminers and conducts disciplinary
proceedings involving members of
the bench and bar. Questions of law
certified by federal and other state
appellate courts also may be decided
by the Court of Appeals.

A graphic comparison of regu-
lar docket and certiorari petition
caseloads over the last five years is
provided on Table CA-1. As indi-
cated on the table, regular docket fil-
ings decreased, while terminations
increased siightly over the five-year
period. There were 136 regular
docket filings reported during Fiscal
Year 1997, a decrease of approxi-
mately 14.5 percent from the 159 fil-
ings reported during Fiscal Year
1993. A decrease of 9.1 percent was

TABLE CA-1

COURT OF APPEALS
APPEALS ACTUALLY FILED AND
TERMINATED WITHIN FISCAL YEAR

[0 Appeals Filed

[] Appeals Disposed

B Filed Certiorari Petitions

[ Disposed Certiorari Petitions
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realized in regular docket termina-
tions during the same time period,
from 143 terminations during Fiscal
Year 1993, to the present level of
130 terminations. Certiorari petition
filings also decreased (i.e., 13 per-
cent) over the last five years, from

785 filings during Fiscal Year 1993,
to 683 filings during Fiscal Year
1997, while certiorari terminations
increased by 2.2 percent. There were
767 certiorari petition terminations
reported during Fiscal Year 1993,

TABLE CA-2
ORIGIN OF APPEALS BY
APPELLATE JUDICIAL CIRCUITS AND JURISDICTIONS
COURT OF APPEALS
1996 TERM
FIRST APPELLATE CIRCUIT 15 11.4%
Caroline County 0
Cecil County 1
Dorchester County 1
Kent Count 0
Queen Anne’s County 0
Somerset County 1
Talbot County 3
Wicomico County 5
Worcester County 4
SECOND APPELLATE CIRCUIT 18 13.6%
Baltimore County 17
Harford County 1
THIRD APPELLATE CIRCUIT 19 14.4%
Allegany County 4
Carroll County 3
Frederick County 3
Garrett County 1
Howard County 6
Washington County 2
FOURTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 19 14.4%
Prince George’s County 19
FIFTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 12 9.1%
Anne Arundel County 9
Calvert County 0
Charles County 2
St. Mary's County 1
SIXTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 28 21.2%
Baltimore City 28
SEVENTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 21 15.9%
Montgomery County 21
TOTAL 132 100.0%
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compared to the present level of 784
terminations.

Filings

The September 1996 Docket
formed the workload for the Court of
Appeals for Fiscal Year 1997. Filings
received from March 1 through Feb-
ruary 28 are scheduled for argument
on the September Term docket, be-
ginning the second Monday in Sep-
tember through the beginning of the
next term. Appellate court filings for
the period of March 1 through Feb-
ruary 28 are included in this report,
while dispositions are counted using
fiscal year data compiled July 1
through June 30.

During the 1996 Term, the
Court of Appeals docketed 952 total
filings, representing a decrease of 3.9
percent from the 991 filings reported
during the 1995 Term. Decreases in
regular docket filings, certiorari peti-
tions and miscellaneous filings con-
tributed to the overall decrease.
There were 720 certioran petitions
filed during the 1996 Term, a de-
crease of 3.4 percent from the 745 fil-
ings recorded during the 1995 Term.
Regular docket filings decreased by
11.4 percent over the two-year perni-
od, from 149 filings during the 1995
Term, to the present level of 132 fil-
ings. A decrease of 32.6 percent or
14 filings was noted in miscellaneous
appeals (i.e., 43 filings during the
1995 Term, compared to 29 filings
during the 1996 Term). The only
categorical increase occurred in at-
torney grievance filings. There were
71 attorney grievance filings re-
ported during the 1996 Term, an in-
crease of 31.5 percent over the 1995
Term level of 54 filings.

To request a review of deci-
sions or pending cases initially ap-
pealed to the Court of Special
Appeals from the circuit and Or-
phans’ courts, a petition for certiorari
may be filed. The Court grants those
petitions it deems to be “desirable
and in the public interest.” Addition-
ally, certioran may be granted to re-
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view circuit court decisions on
matters appealed from the District
Court.

The Court of Appeals consid-
ered 784 certiorari petitions during
Fiscal Year 1997. That figure com-
prises 430 petitions for civil cases
(i.e., 54.8 percent) and 354 petitions
for criminal cases (i.e., 45.2 percent).
Review of the petitions resulted in
101 or 12.9 percent of the petitions
being granted, 664 or 84.7 percent
of the petitions being denied, and 14
or 1.8 percent of the petitions being
dismissed by the Counrt. In addition,
five petitions were withdrawn (Table
CA-6).

The Court’s regular docket
from year-to-year consists of cases
that have been granted certiorari, as
well as cases pending in the Court of
Special Appeals that will be heard on
the Court’'s own motion. The Court
of Appeals conducts a monthly re-
view of appellants’ briefs from cases

pending in the Court of Special Ap-
peals for the purpose of identifying
those cases suitable for considera-
tion by the higher court.

During the 1996 Term, a de-
crease of 11.4 percent was noted in
regular docket appeals, from 149 fil-
ings during the 1995 Term, to the
present level of 132 filings. Civil mat-
ters for the Court (e.g. law, equity,
and juvenile cases) comprised 73.5
percent of the regular docket appeals
(i.e., 97 filings), while the remaining
26.5 percent (i.e., 35 filings) in-
volved matters of a criminal nature.

As indicated on Table CA-2,
the greatest number of cases was re-
ported by Baltimore City. Approxi-
mately 21.2 percent (i.e., 28 cases)
of the regular docket appeals were
reported by the aforementioned ju-
risdiction, while  Montgomery
County reported 21 cases or 15.9
percent of the regular docket ap-
peals. Prince George’s County fol-

TABLE CA-3

APPEALS DOCKETED BY TERM
COURT OF APPEALS REGULAR DOCKET

[ ] Criminal
B cuil
B ot

1995 1996 1997
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lowed with 19 cases or 14.4 percent
of the docketed cases. Baltimore and
Anne Arundel Counties contributed
17 cases (i.e., 12.9 percent) and nine
cases (i.e., 6.8 percent), respectively.
The remaining 38 cases were ap-
pealed from the other 19 jurisdic-
tions (Table CA-2).

Dispositions

The Court of Appeals disposed
of 974 cases during Fiscal Year
1997. That figure represents an in-
crease of 2.4 percent over the pre-
vious year's total of 951 case
dispositions. Increases were noted in
three categories — regular docket
appeals , certiorari petitions and at-
torney grievance dispositions. The
only categorical decrease occurred
in miscellaneous dispositions. There
were 784 certiorari petitions dis-
posed of during the fiscal year, com-
pared to 769 certiorari dispositions
reported during Fiscal Year 1996, an
increase of 2 percent. Regular docket
dispositions increased 11.1 percent
over the two-year period, from 117
dispositions during Fiscal Year 1996,
to the present level of 130 disposi-
tions. Likewise, the number of attor-
ney grievance dispositions rose from
31 dispositions during Fiscal Year
1996, to 37 dispositions during Fis-
cal Year 1997, an increase of 19.4
percent. Conversely, miscellaneous
appeals decreased by 25 percent,
from 28 dispositions during Fiscal
Year 1996, to the Fiscal Year 1997
total of 21 dispositions. The Court of
Appeals admitted 1,818 persons to
the practice of law, including 192 at-
torneys from other jurisdictions.

Included in the 130 regular
docket appeals disposed during Fis-
cal Year 1997 were two cases were
from the 1994 Docket, 63 cases from
the 1995 Docket, 58 cases from the
1996 Docket, and seven cases from
the 1997 Docket. Approximately
41.5 percent of the decisions (i.e., 54
cases) of the lower court were af-
firmed, while 32.3 percent (i.e., 42
cases) were reversed. The Court also
vacated and remanded 15 decisions
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TABLE CA-4
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
COURT OF APPEALS
JULY 1, 1996-—JUNE 30, 1997
FISCAL 1997
Filings Dispositions
Regular Docket 136 130
Petitions for Certiorari 683 784
Attorney Grievance Proceedings 88 37
Bar Admission Proceedings 3 ' 2
Certirfied Questions of Law 3 0
Miscellaneous Appeals 28 21
Total 941 974
the loworcour. Eight decisions wer Pending

affirmed in part and reversed in part;
four were dismissed prior to argu-
ment or submission; six were dis-
missed without an opinion; and one
decision was dismissed with an opin-
ion. Approximately 65.4 percent of
the disposed cases involved civil
matters, while 32.3 percent were of a
criminal nature. There were three ju-
venile appeals considered and dis-
posed during Fiscal Year 1997
(Table CA-7).

The Court of Appeals issued
118 majority opinions, including 14
per curiam opinions. In addition,
there were 18 dissenting opinions,
siX concurring opinions and one
opinion that was concurring in part
and dissenting in part.

Atthe close of Fiscal Year 1997,
the Court had pending before it 118
cases. That figure included nine
cases from the 1995 Docket; 70
cases from the 1996 Docket; and 39
cases from the 1997 Docket. Of the
118 cases pending at the end of Fis-
cal Year 1997, there were 87 civil
cases pending; one juvenile case
pending; and 30 criminal cases
pending. Approximately 73.7 per-
cent the Court’s pending caseload
included civil matters, while 25.4
percent involved criminal matters.

Trends

The Court of Appeals has expe-
rienced fluctuating filing activity over
the last five years. Total filings have
decreased by 6.5 percent, from
1,018 filings during the 1992 Term,
to the present level 952 filings. Dur-
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ing the last five years, certiorari peti-
tions decreased by 5.9 percent, from
765 petitions during the 1992 Term,
to 720 petitions during the 1996
Term. Likewise, a 12.6 percent de-
crease occurred in regular docket ap-
peals, from 151 during the 1992
Term, to the current level of 132 ap-
peals. During the 1992 Term, the
regular docket comprised 89 civil
cases and 62 criminal cases. Those
figures compare to 97 civil cases and
35 criminal cases filed during the
1996 Term. Miscellaneous appeals
also decreased over the five-year pe-
riod (i.e., 34.1 percent), from 44 fil-
ings during the 1992 Term, to the
current level of 29 miscellaneous ap-
peals. The only categorical increase
over the last five years occurred in at-
torney grievance appeals, from 58
appeals docketed during the 1992
Term, to the present level of 71 attor-
ney grievance appeals, an increase
of 22.4 percent.

During the last five years, the
number of regular docket disposi-
tions has fluctuated as well. During
Fiscal Year 1993, there were 143 dis-
positions recorded. That figure com-
pares to the present level of 130
dispositions, a decrease of 9.1 per-
cent.

The average amount of time
expended from granting of certiorari
to rendering a decision increased

from 8.8 months during Fiscal Year
1993, to the current level of 10

months. Pending caseload de-
creased from 127 cases at the close
of Fiscal Year 1993, to 118 cases at
the close of Fiscal Year 1997, a de-
crease of 7.1 percent.
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TABLE CA-5
CASES PENDING
COURT OF APPEALS

Regular Docket
June 30, 1997

Civil Juvenile Criminal Total

Origin

1995 Docket 5 0 4 9

1996 Docket 53 I 16 70

1997 Docket 29 0 10 39
Total 87 I 30 118

TABLE CA-6
FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
PETITION DOCKET DISPOSITIONS
(PETITIONS FOR CERTIORARI)
FISCAL 1993—FISCAL 1997
. Percentage of Certiorari
Petitions Granted Dismissed Denied Withdrawn Total Petitions Granted

Civil

1992-93 63 7 295 0

1993.94 63 3 267 3

1994-95 63 3 314 2

1995-9¢6 69 I 301 I

1996-97 76 8 342 4
Criminal

1992-93 48 3 350 I

1993-94 40 12 286 2

1994-95 39 0 286 I

1995-96 39 6 342 0

1996-97 25 6 322 I
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TABLE CA-7
DISPOSITION OF COURT OF APPEALS CASES
Regular Docket

JULY 1, 1996—JUNE 30, 1997
FISCAL 1997

Civil Juvenile Criminal

Affirmed 40 0 14

Reversed 25 ‘ | 16

Dismissed-Opinion Filed

Dismissed Without Opinion

Remanded Without Affirmance or Reversal
Vacated and Remanded

Affirmed in Part, Reversed in Part

Dismissed Prior to Argument or
Submission

Origin
1994 Docket
1995 Docket
1996 Docket
1997 Docket

Total Cases Disposed During Fiscal
1997
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TABLE CA-8

AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS FOR CASES
DISPOSED BY COURT OF APPEALS

Regular Docket

JULY 1, 1996—june 30, 1997
FISCAL 1997

Certiorari Granted to
Argument or to

Disposition Without Argument to Certiorari Granted to
Argument* Decision** Decision®
Days 169 148 299
Months 5.6 49 10.0
Number of Cases 130 11 130

* Includes all cases disposed in Fiscal 1997.
** Includes all cass disposed in Fiscal 1997 which were argued.

TABLE CA-9

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS
FOR FILING OF APPEALS ON THE REGULAR DOCKET
COURT OF APPEALS

(In Days and Months)

Original Filing Dispostion In Circuit Court

to Disposition To Docketing In

Docket In Circuit Court Court of Appeals
1992 370 147
12.3 4.9
1993 437 149
14.6 5.0
1994 401 142
134 4.7
1995 332 142
.1 4.7
1996 365 152

12.2 5.1
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The Court of Special Appeals

S

Introduction

Maryland’s intermediate appel-
late court, the Court of Special Ap-
peals, was created in 1966 to address
a substantial backlog in the Court of
Appeals that had developed as a re-
sult of a rapidly increasing caseload.

The Court of Special Appeals
sits in Annapolis and is composed of
thirteen members, including a chief
judge and twelve associates. One
member of the Court is elected from
each of the seven Appellate Judicial
Circuits. The remaining six members
are elected from the State at large.
Members of the Court of Special Ap-
peals are appointed by the Governor
and confirmed by the Senate. The
judges run on their records without

opposition for ten-year terms. The
Governor designates the Chief
Judge of the Court of Special Ap-
peals.

The Court has exclusive initial
appellate jurisdiction over any re-
viewable judgment, decree, order or
other action of a circuit court and
generally hears cases appealed di-
rectly from the circuit courts unless
otherwise provided by law. The
judges of the Court are empowered
to sit in panels of three. A hearing or
rehearing before the Court en banc
may be ordered in any case by a ma-
jority of the incumbent judges. The
Court also considers applications for
leave to appeal in such areas as post
conviction, habeas corpus matters
involving denial of or excessive bail,

TABLE CSA-1

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS-APPEALS ACTUALLY
FILED AND TERMINATED WITHIN FISCAL YEAR

Appeals Filed

( ] Opinions
Bl Appeals Disposed

1994 1995
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inmate grievances, appeals from
criminal guilty pleas, and violations
of probation,

Filings

The Court's workload for 1997
was primatily comprised of cases
placed on the September 1996
Docket. Fillngs received from March
1 through February 28 were entered
on the September Term docket for
argument beginning the second
Monday in September and ending in
June. In this report, filings are
counted by term, March 1 through
February 28, while dispositions are
counted by fiscal year, July 1 through
June 30.

For the September 1996 Term,
the Court of Special Appeals dock-

percent from the previous year’s total
of 2,042 filings. Categorigally, ap-
proximately 60.7 percent of the
Court's caseload comprised civil
matters, while the remajning 39.3
percent involved matters of a crimi-
nal nature. During the 1996 Term,
decreases were noted in both civil
and criminal filings. There were
1,162 civil filings reported, a de-
crease of 4.6 percent from the 1,218
filings reported during the Septem-
ber 1995 Term. An 8.9 percent de-
crease was realized in criminal filings,
from 824 filings during the 1995
Term, to the present level of 751 fil-
ings (Table CSA-3).

The Court has implemented
statutorily prescribed procedures in
an effort to more effectively manage
its ¢jvil and criminal caseloads. Mary-
land Rule 8-204 and Courts and Ju-
dicial Proceedings Article Section
12-302, which removes the right of
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TABLE CSA-2
ORIGIN OF APPEALS BY
APPELLATE JUDICIAL CIRCUITS AND JURISDICTIONS
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
1996 TERM
FIRST APPELLATE CIRCUIT 207 10.8%
Caroline County 15
Cecil County 30
Dorchester County 16
Kent County 16
Queen Anne’s County 12
Somerset County 14
Talbot County 22
Wicomico County 59
Worcester County 23
SECOND APPELLATE CIRCUIT 314 16.4%
Baltimore County 262
Harford County 52
THIRD APPELLATE CIRCUIT 206 10.8%
Allegany County 27
Carroll County 43
Frederick County 31
Garrett County 8
Howard County 64
Washington County 33
FOURTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 284 14.8%
Prince George’s County 284
FIFTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 223 11.7%
Anne Arundel County 143
Calvert County 16
Charles County 33
St. Mary’s County 11
SIXTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 363 19.0%
Baltimore City 363
SEVENTH APPELLATE CIRCUIT 316 16.5%
Montgomery County 316
TOTAL 1,913 100.0%

direct appeal in those criminal cases
in which a guilty plea has been en-
tered, were adopted to more effec-
tively manage the criminal caseload.
An application for leave to appeal is
now required in those instances in
which a guilty plea has been entered

in a criminal case. The Court has dis-
cretionary authority to either assign
the case to the regular docket or
deny the appeal (Table CSA-6).

The trend of criminal filings

since the procedure was imple-
mented indicates that the intent has
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been effectively realized. Criminal fil-
ings have not exceeded the 1982
Term total which was the term imme-
diately preceding the adoption of the
procedure.

With respect to expediting its
civil appeal process, the Court of
Special Appeals has used pre-
hearing conferences. During the
conferences, panels of judges review
pending civil cases to identify cases
suitable for resolution by the parties.
In accordance with Maryland Rule 8-
206, the number of civil filings re-
ported does not include civil notices
of appeal filed in the clerks’ offices.
Maryland Rule 8-206.a.1 stipulates
that these appeals are either sched-
uled for pre-hearing conferences or
proceed through the regular appel-
late process. If the pre-hearing con-
ferences result in disposition, the
cases are not assigned to the regular
docket, nor are they reported as fil-
ings. In those instances where there
is no resolution at the conference,
the cases are placed on subsequent
dockets and counted as filings. An in-
formation report, or summary of the
actions of the circuit court, is filed
whenever an appeal has been noted.
There were 1,317 information re-
ports received by the Court of Spe-
cial Appeals during the 1996 Term,
representing a decrease of 8.7 per-
cent from the previous year's total of
1,443 reports. The Court scheduled
343 of the reports for pre-hearing
conferences (Table CSA-4). With re-
spect to the disposition of the reports
scheduled for pre-hearing confer-
ences, 190 or 55.4 percent pro-
ceeded without limitation of issues,
91 or 26.5 percent were dismissed or
settled before, at or as a result of the
conferences, and 31 or 9 percent
were dismissed or remanded follow-
ing the conferences. Additionally,
three (i.e., 0.9 percent) had their is-
sues limited at or as a result of the
conferences, two (i.e., 0.6 percent)
proceeded with expedited appeals
and one (i.e., 0.3 percent) was trans-
ferred to the Court of Appeals. The
remaining 25 cases (i.e., 7.3 percent)
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TABLE CSA-3

APPEALS DOCKETED BY TERM
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

L Criminal
EEEE Civil
N Total

were still pending at the close of the
term.

Of the five larger jurisdictions,
Baltimore City accounted for the
greatest number of filings during the
1996 Term with 363 regular docket
appeals, comprising approximately
19 percent of the cases. That figure
represents a decrease of 12.5 per-
cent from the 415 filings reported
during the 1995 Term. Montgomery
County followed with 316 filings
(i.e., 16.5 percent), an increase of
approximately 3.9 percent over the
1995 Term level of 304 filings. There
were 284 filings (i.e., 14.8 percent)
reported by Prince George's County
during the 1996 Term, a decrease of
15.7 percent from the 337 filings re-
ported during the previous term.
Baltimore and Anne Arundel Coun-
ties reported 262 filings (i.e., 13.7
percent) and 143 filings (i.e., 7.5 per-
cent), respectively. The number of
filings reported by Baltimore County

decreased by 13.7 percent, from 272
during the 1995 Term, to 262 filings
during the 1996 Term. Conversely,
Anne Arundel County reporteda 7.5
percent increase, from 133 filings
during the 1995 Term, to the present
level of 143 filings. Approximately
16 percent of the trials conducted in
the circuit courts during Fiscal Year
1996 were docketed on the regular
docket in the Court of Special Ap-
peals during the 1996 Term (Table
CSA-9).

Dispositions

During Fiscal Year 1997, the
Court of Special Appeals disposed of
1,891 regular docket cases, a de-
crease of 5.3 percent from the 1,997
dispositions reported during Fiscal
Year 1996. Nearly 60 percent (i.e.,
1,130 cases) of the disposed cases
involved civil matters, while 40.2
percent (i.e., 760 cases) involved
criminal matters. The remaining fil-

ing was of a juvenile nature (Table
CSA-7).

The Court of Special Appeals
affirmed 1,042 or 55.1 percent of the
lower court’s decisions, while revers-
ing 174 or 9.2 percent. Approxi-
mately 52 percent of the affirmances
were for criminal cases, while 66 per-
cent of the reversals involved civil
cases. Categorically, there were 364
cases dismissed prior to argument or
submission of briefs, 142 cases were
affirmed in part and reversed in part,
and 90 cases were vacated. The
Court also dismissed 31 cases with
an opinion being filed, remanded 11
without affirmance or reversal, and
transferred 37 cases to the Court of
Appeals. With respect to the origin of
the appeals, two cases were from the
1993 Docket; eight cases were from
the 1994 Docket; 401 cases were
from the 1995 Docket; 1,452 cases
were from the 1996 Docket; and 28
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1,384

TABLE CSA-4

PREHEARING CONFERENCE REPORTS
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

T3 Reports Received
Proceeded Without PHC
B Assigned PHC

M Dismissed at PHC

1,443

922

520

1994 Term

1995 Term

1996 Term

1,317

cases were from the 1997 Docket
(Table CSA-7).

The Court of Special Appeals
also disposed of 436 cases on its mis-
cellaneous docket. Included in that
figure are 260 post conviction cases,
19 inmate grievance cases, 66 viola-
tion of probation cases, and 91 mis-
cellaneous cases (i.e., habeas
corpus, motions for execution, guilty
pleas). In disposing of its miscellane-
ous docket, the Court granted 21 ap-
plications for leave to appeal, denied
411 applications and remanded
three. One case was either dismissed
or transferred (Table CSA-6).

The Court of Special Appeals
averaged 5.5 months from docketing
of an appeal to argument or to dispo-
sition without an argument during
Fiscal Year 1997. For the same time
period, there was an average of 1.4
months from argument to decision
(Table CSA-10).

There were 1,580 majonty
opinions issued by the Court of Spe-
cial Appeals during Fiscal Year
1997. Included in that figure were
1,355 unreported opinions and 225

reported opinions. In comparison,
the Court filed 1,579 opinions dur-
ing Fiscal Year 1994, 1,644 opinions
during Fiscal Year 1995, and 1,570
opinions during Fiscal Year 1996.
There also were six concurring opin-
ions and 29 dissenting opinions filed
during Fiscal Year 1997.

Pending
Atthe close of Fiscal Year 1997,

there were 1,007 cases pending bef-
ore the Court of Special Appeals,
representing a decrease of 1.3 per-
cent from the 1,020 cases reported
as pending at the close of Fiscal Year
1996. Included in the Fiscal Year
1997 pending caseload were three
cases from the 1993 Docket, eight
cases from the 1995 Docket, 386
cases from the 1996 Docket, and
610 cases from the 1997 Docket.
The pending cases are primarily con-
sisting of matters that have been
scheduled for argument during the
September 1997 Term, as well as
cases that have been argued and are

awaiting issuance of opinions (Table
CSA-8).

Trends

Filing activity for the Court of
Special Appeals has fluctuated over
the last five years, ranging from a low
of 1,913 during the 1996 Term, to a
high of 2,121 during the 1994 Term.
Since the 1992 Term, total filings
have decreased by 5.8 percent, from
2,031, to the current level of 1,913
filings. The overall decrease can be
attributed to an 8 percent increase in
civil filings, mitigated by a 21 percent
decrease in criminal filings. Civil fil-
ings rose from 1,076 filings during
the 1992 Term, to the current level of
1,162 filings. In contrast, criminal fil-
ings decreased by more than 200 fil-
ings, from 955 filings dunng the
1992 Term, to the present level of
751 filings. Criminal filings have
steadily decreased over the five-year
period, while civil filings have fluctu-
ated. During the last five years, the
Court has experienced fluctuating
disposition activity with an overall
decrease of 7.6 percent, from 2,047
regular docket dispositions during
Fiscal Year 1993, to the present level
of 1,891 dispositions. An increase of
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31.3 percent was noted in miscella-
neous docket dispositions during the
five-year period. There were 332 dis-
positions reported during Fiscal Year
1993, compared to the current level
of 436 dispositions. Contributing to
this increase were increases in post
conviction, violation of probation
and inmate grievance dispositions.
The most significant percentage in-
crease (i.e., 200 percent) occurred in
violation of probation dispositions,
from 22 during Fiscal Year 1993, to

66 during Fiscal Year 1997. Post
conviction dispositions increased by
28.1 percent, from 203 dispositions
during Fiscal Year 1993, to the pres-
ent level of 260 dispositions. Inmate
grievance dispositions also increased
during the five-year period, from 15
during Fiscal Year 1993, to 19 dispo-
sitions during Fiscal Year 1997, an
increase of 26.7 percent. The Court
of Special Appeals experienced an
increase of 4.6 percent in its pending
caseload. There were 963 cases

pending at the close of Fiscal Year
1993, compared to 1,007 cases
pending at the close of this fiscal
year. The amount of time expended
from the docketing of a case to its ar-
gument remained relatively consis-
tent during the last five years (i.e.,
5.4 months during Fiscal Year 1993,
compared to 5.5 months during Fis-
cal Year 1997).

TABLE CSA-5

1996 TERM

55.4 % (190)

DISPOSITION OF INFORMATION REPORTS
ASSIGNED FOR PREHEARING CONFERENCE

Proceeded without Limitation of Issues

Dismissed or Settled
before, at, or as a
Result of PHC
26.5 % (91)

Dismissed or Remanded after PHC 9.0% (31)
Pending 7.3% (25)
Proceeded, Appeal Expedited 0.6% (2)
Issues Limited at or as a Result of PHC 0.9% (3)
Transferred to Court of Appeals 0.3% (1)
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TABLE CSA-6

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
DISPOSITION OF APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL
AND OTHER MISCELLANEOUS CASES

FISCAL 1993—FISCAL 1997

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

POST CONVICTION-TOTAL - 203 58 236 218 260
Granted 19 3 14 10 I5
Dismissed or Transferred 0 0 0 0 0
Denied 184 55 221 205 242
Remanded 0 0 | 3 3
INMATE GRIEVANCE-TOTAL 15 29 28 21 19
Granted 0 | 3 0 |
Dismissed or Transferred -0 0 0 0 0
Denied 15 26 25 | 21 8
Remanded 0 2 0 0 0
OTHER MISCELLANEOUS-TOTAL 92 9 19 70 91
Granted 3 3 5 | 4
Dismissed or Transferred 0] 0] 0] 0] |
Denied 87 6 112 69 86
Remanded 2 0 2 0 0
VIOLATIONS OF PROBATION-TOTAL 22 148 126 69 66
Granted | 14 4 2 |
Dismissed or Transferred 0 0 0 | 0
Denied 21 133 122 66 65
Remanded 0 | 0 0 0

TOTAL 332 254 509 378 436
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TABLE CSA-7
CASES DISPOSED BY
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
Regular Docket
JULY [, 1996—]UNE 30, 1997
FISCAL 1997
Civil Juvenile Criminal Total
Affirmed 503 | 538 1,042
Reversed 115 0 59 174
Dismissed—Opinion Filed 30 0 I 3
Dismissed Without Opinion 0 0 0 0
Remanded Without Affirmance or
Reversal 6 0 5 I
Vacated 75 0 15 90
Affirmed in Part, Reversed in Part 79 0 63 142
Dismissed Prior to Argument or
Submission 291 0 73 364
Transferred to Court of Appeals 3 0 6 37
Origin
1993 Docket 2 0 0 2
1994 Docket 5 0 3 8
1995 Docket 234 ! 187 401
1996 Docket 889 0 563 1,452
1997 Docket 21 0 7 28
¢ . .
To f:':sfgf S99y Posed During 1,130 I 760 1,891
TABLE CSA-8
PENDING CASES
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
Regular Docket
June 30, 1997
Civil Juvenile Criminal Total
Orgin
1993 Docket 3 0 0 3
1994 Docket 0 0 0 0
1995 Docket 5 0 3 8
1996 Docket 207 0 179 386
1997 Docket 362 0 248 610
Total Cases Pending at Close of 577 0 430 1,007

Fiscal 1997

Includes pending cases to be heard during September Term 1997.
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TABLE CSA-9

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
FILINGS ON 1996 REGULAR DOCKET
AND CIRCUIT COURT TRIALS IN FISCAL 1996

Court of Circuit Court Ratio of

Jurisdiction Special Appeals Fiscal 1996 Appeals

1996 Regular Docket Trials to Trials
Prince George’s County 284 551 52
Baltimore County 262 823 32
Montgomery County 316 977 .32
Kent County 16 56 .29
Talbot County 22 77 .29
Wicomico County 59 210 .28
Frederick County 31 114 27
Harford County 52 228 23
Somerset County 14 65 22
Howard County 64 299 21
Baltimore City 363 2,340 .16
Calvert County 16 100 16
Caroline County 15 108 14
Anne Arundel County 143 1,210 A2
Garrett County 8 70 A
Charles County 53 545 10
Allegany County 27 288 .09
Washington County 33 379 .09
Dorchester County 16 209 .08
St. Mary’s County (B 142 .08
Queens Anne’s County 12 147 .08
Worcester County 23 655 .04
Carroll County 43 1,331 .03
Cecil County 30 885 .03
TOTAL 1,913 11,809 16
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TABLE CSA-10

AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS FOR
CASES DISPOSED BY
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

Regular Docket
JULY 1,1996—JUNE 30, 1997

FISCAL 1997
Docketing to Argument or to
Disposition Without Argument * Argument to Decision**
Days 165 41
Months 55 1.4
Number of Cases 1,891 1,474

* Includes all cases Disposed in Fiscal 1997.
** Includes all cases Disposed in Fiscal 1997 which were argued.

TABLE CSA-11

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
AVERAGE TIME INTERVALS
FOR FILING OF APPEALS ON THE REGULAR DOCKET

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
(IN DAYS AND MONTHS)
Original Filing Disposition in Circuit Court
to Disposition to Docketing in
Docket In Court Below Court of Special Appeals
1992 401 130
13.4 4.3
1993 415 128
138 4.3
1994 418 128
13.9 4.3
1995 408 129
13.6 4.3
1996 407 135

13.6 4.5
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Introduction

The circuit courts are the high-
est common law and equity courts of
record exercising original jurisdiction
within the State. Each has full com-
mon law and equity powers and ju-
risdiction in all civil and criminal
cases within its county, along with all
of the additional powers and jurisdic-
tion conferred by the Constitution
and the law, except when jurisdiction
has been limited or conferred upon
another tribunal by law.

In each county of the State and
Baltimore City, there is a circuit court
which is a trial court of general juris-
diction. Its jurisdiction is very broad
but, generally, it handles the major
civil cases and more serious criminal
matters. The circuit courts also de-
cide appeals from the District Court
and certain administrative agencies.

The courts are grouped into
eight geographical circuits. Each of
the first seven circuits comprises two
or more counties, while the Eighth
Judicial Circuit only consists of Balti-
more City. On January 1, 1983, the
former Supreme Bench was consoli-
dated into the Circuit Court for Balti-
more City.

As of July 1, 1996, there were
134 authorized circuit court judge-
ships, with at least one judge for each
county and 28 in Baltimore City. Un-
like the other three court levels in
Maryland, there is no chief judge
who is administrative head of the cir-
cuit courts. There are, however, eight
circuit administrative judges ap-
pointed by the Chief Judge of the
Court of Appeals. They perform ad-
ministrative duties in each of their re-
spective circuits and are assisted by
county administrative judges.

Each circuit court judge initially
is appointed to office by the Gover-
nor and must stand for election at the
next general election which follows,
by at least one year, the vacancy the
judge was appointed to fill. The
judge may be opposed by one or
more members of the bar. The suc-
cessful candidate is elected to a
fifteen-year term of office.

Filings

During Fiscal Year 1997, there
were 270,602 total filings reported
by the circuit courts, an increase of
less than 1 percent over the previous
year’s total of 268,399 filings. Con-
tributing to the reported increase
were increases in civil and juvenile
filings, with the greatest increase oc-
curring in juvenile filings. There was
a 6.6 percent increase realized in ju-
venile case filings, from 40,903 dur-
ing Fiscal Year 1996, to the Fiscal
Year 1997 level of 43,582 filings.
Civil filings increased by approxi-
mately 0.1 percent, from 157,743
during Fiscal Year 1996, to the cur-
rent level of 157,899 filings. The only
decrease, however slight, occurred in
criminal case filings. There were
69,753 criminal filings reported dur-
ing Fiscal Year 1996, compared to
the Fiscal Year 1997 level of 69,121
filings, a decrease of 0.9 percent (Ta-
ble CC-3).

Civil filings comprised approxi-
mately 58 percent of the caseload in
the circuit courts during Fiscal Year
1997. The five larger jurisdictions —
Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Montgom-
ery and Prince George's Counties
and Baltimore City — reported a
combined total of 108,720 civil fil-
ings, accounting for nearly 69 per-
cent of the total civil filings. That

figure compares with the previous
year’s total of 110,534 filings or 70.1
percent. Prince George's County re-
ported the greatest number of civilfil-
ings with 28,930, a slight decrease of
1.2 percent from the Fiscal Year
1996 total of 29,293 filings. Balti-
more City followed with 26,877 fil-
ings, representing a decrease of 3.8
percent from the previous year’s total
of 27,946 filings. There were 24,451
civil filings reported by Montgomery
County during Fiscal Year 1997, an
increase of 7.7 percent over the Fis-
cal Year 1996 total of 22,711 civil
case filings. Baltimore and Anne
Arundel Counties both reported de-
creases during the fiscal year. Balti-
more County reported a 1 percent
decrease, from 15,574 filings during
Fiscal Year 1996, to the current level
of 15,429 filings. Likewise, a de-
crease of more than 13 percent was
noted by Anne Arundel County,
from 15,010 civil filings during Fiscal
Year 1996, to 13,033 filings during
Fiscal Year 1997.

Within the civil case type, a 5.8
percent decrease was noted in
domestic-related case filings, while
paternity filings decreased nearly 9
percent. There were 89,522
domestic-related filings recorded
during Fiscal Year 1997, compared
to the previous year's total of 94,988
filings. Likewise, paternity filings de-
creased from 32,678, to the current
level of 29,877 filings. A reduction in
contract filings (i.e., from 7,122 dur-
ing Fiscal Year 1996, to 6,263 during
Fiscal Year 1997) also was realized
over the two-year period. “Other”
law case filings rose from 3,779 dur-
ing Fiscal Year 1996, to the current
level of 6,682 filings, an increase of




approximately 76.8 percent (Table
CC-8).

In exercising jurisdiction for-
merly held by an orphan’s court, the
Circuit Court for Montgomery
County conducted 256 hearings and
executed 7,757 orders. The Circuit
Court for Harford County, which ex-
ercises the same jurisdiction, con-
ducted 45 hearings and issued 600
orders.

Criminal case filings decreased
slightly during Fiscal Year 1997,
from 69,753 filings during Fiscal
Year 1996, to the current level of
69,121 filings, a decrease of approxi-
mately 0.9 percent. Criminal cases
accounted for approximately 26 per-
cent of the Fiscal Year 1997
caseload. The combined total re-
ported by the five larger jurisdictions
comprised 69.7 percent of all crimi-
nal case filings. Baltimore City re-
ported the greatest number with
22,785 filings. That figure represents
an increase of 4.8 percent over the
Fiscal Year 1996 level of 21,736
criminal filings. Prince George's
County followed with 8,907 filings,
representing a slight increase of 0.6
percent over the 8,851 filings re-
ported during Fiscal Year 1996.
There were 7,571 filings reported by
Baltimore County, demonstrating a
decrease of 2.8 percent from the
7,789 filings reported during the pre-
vious year. Decreases were noted in
both Montgomery and Anne Arundel
Counties. Montgomery County’s
criminal case filings decreased from
5,293 filings during Fiscal Year
1996, to the present level of 4,516 fil-
ings, a decrease of 14.7 percent.
Likewise, there were 4,419 criminal
filings reported by Anne Arundel
County during Fiscal Year 1997, a
decrease of 10.1 percent from the
prior year's total of 4,917 filings.

Contributing to the overall de-
crease in criminal case filings was a
6.5 percent decline in the number of
requests for jury trials emanating
from the District Court. There were
21,711 jury trial prayers filed during

Fiscal Year 1997, compared to the
previous year's total of 23,217 fil-
ings. Four of the five larger jurisdic-
tions reported decreases in jury trial
prayer requests. The greatest de-
crease, 30.6 percent, occurred in
Prince George’s County, from 3,628
filings during Fiscal Year 1996, to the
current level of 2,518 filings. Mont-
gomery County followed with a de-
crease of 28.6 percent, from 1,713
filings dunng Fiscal Year 1996, to
1,223 filings during Fiscal Year
1997. Baltimore and Anne Arundel
Counties experienced decreases of 9
percent and 13.9 percent, respec-
tively. There were 2,143 jury trial
prayers reported by Baltimore
County during Fiscal Year 1997,
compared to 2,354 filings during Fis-
cal Year 1996. Anne Arundel Coun-
ty’s 596 filings compare to the
previous year’s total of 692 filings.
The only increase in jury trial prayers
among the five larger jurisdictions
was reported by Baltimore City.
There were 3,841 filings reported by
the aforementioned jurisdiction, an
increase of 18 percent over the 3,255

filings reported during Fiscal Year

1996.

As previously mentioned, the
greatest increase was reported in ju-
venile case filings. During Fiscal Year
1997, there were 43,582 filings re-
ported, an increase of 6.6 percent
over the previous year's total of
40,903 filings. Juvenile filings com-
prised approximately 16 percent of
the total caseload of the circuit courts
for Fiscal Year 1997. That figure is
slightly higher than the previous year
when juvenile filings accounted for
more than 15 percent of the
caseload. Nearly 76 percent of all ju-
venile filings, (i.e., 33,121) were re-
ported by the five larger jurisdictions.
Baltimore City reported the greatest
number with 11,483 juvenile filings.
That figure represents an increase of
11.9 percent over the 10,260 filings
reported during Fiscal Year 1996.
Montgomery County followed with
6,781 filings, a decrease of 1.9 per-
cent from the previous year’s total of
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6,915 filings. Prince George's and
Baltimore Counties reported 6,324
and 4,800 filings, respectively. The
6,324 filings reported by Prince
George’'s County represent an in-
crease of 7.6 percent over the Fiscal
Year 1996 level of 5,880 juvenile fil-
ings. Likewise, Baltimore County’s
juvenile caseload increased by 4.6
percent, from 4,589 during Fiscal
Year 1996, to the current level of
4,800 filings. There were 3,733 juve-
nile filings reported by Anne Arundel
County during Fiscal Year 1997.
That figure is relatively consistent
with the 3,735 filings reported during
the previous year.

Categorically, increases were
noted in both delinquency and
C.LN.A. filings. Delinquency filings
increased by 5.8 percent or 1,730 fil-
ings during Fiscal Year 1997, from
29,900 filings during Fiscal Year
1996, to the current level of 31,630
filings. There were 11,142 C.IN.A.
filings reported during Fiscal Year
1997, an increase of 4.4 percent or
473 filings over the previous year’s

total of 10,669 filings.

Terminations

The circuit courts recorded
224,596 terminations during Fiscal
Year 1997, an increase of 1.8 per-
cent over the Fiscal Year 1996 level
of 220,527 terminations. Increases in
civil and juvenile terminations, miti-
gated by adecrease in criminal termi-
nations contributed to the slight
overall increase. Approximately 83
percent of the cases filed during Fis-
cal Year 1997 were terminated. That
figure is relatively consisient with the
82 percent termination rate reported
during Fiscal Year 1996.

There were 124,699 civil cases
terminated during Fiscal Year 1997,
an increase of 4.8 percent over the
Fiscal Year 1996 total of 118,964 ter-
minations. Civil terminations com-
prised 55.5 percent of all cases
terminated during Fiscal Year 1997,
while the five larger jurisdictions
comprised 66.1 percent (i.e., 82,187
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terminations) of all civil cases termi-
nated. Prince George’s County re-
ported the greatest number of civil
terminations with 27,063 cases. That
figure represents an increase of 17.8
percent over the 22,964 cases re-
ported during Fiscal Year 1996.
Contributing to the increase was a
20.7 percent rise in domestic-related
terminations. There were 14,572 ter-
minations reported during Fiscal
Year 1996, compared to the present
level of 17,586 domestic-related
case terminations. Montgomery
County reported 22,498 civil termi-
nations during Fiscal Year 1997,
compared to 18,653 terminations re-
ported during Fiscal Year 1996, a
20.6 percent increase. The overallin-
crease in civil terminations reported
by the aforementioned jurisdiction
can be attributed to a 21.2 percent
rise in domestic-related terminations,
from 8,019 during Fiscal Year 1996,
to the current level of 9,721 termina-
tions. There were 11,895 civil termi-
nations reported by Anne Arundel
County during Fiscal Year 1997, a
decrease of 15.5 percent from the
14,086 terminations reported during
Fiscal Year 1996. Contributing to
this decrease were decreases in
domestic-related and “other” termi-
nations. Anne Arundel County's
domestic-related terminations de-
creased 24.7 percent, from 8,334 in
Fiscal Year 1996, to the Fiscal Year
1997 level of 6,278 terminations.
“Other”civil terminations decreased
from 344 during Fiscal Year 1996, to
the present level of 164 terminations,
a decrease of 52.3 percent. Balti-
more City and Baltimore County
both reported decreases in civil ter-
minations as well. There were 9,053
civil cases terminated by Baltimore
City during Fiscal Year 1997, a de-
crease of 3.1 percent from the pre-
vious vyears level of 9,345
terminations. Likewise, Baltimore
County reported a rather slight de-
crease of 0.3 percent, from 11,717
during Fiscal Year 1996, to the cur-
rent level of 11,678 civil terminations
(Table CC-9).

The circuit courts reported
64,087 criminal terminations during
Fiscal Year 1997, a decrease of 4.3
percent from the 66,954 reported
during Fiscal Year 1996. Approxi-
mately 28.5 percent of all cases ter-
minated during Fiscal Year 1997
comprised criminal matters. The five
larger jurisdictions reported a com-
bined total of 44,497 criminal termi-
nations, accounting for more than 69
percent of all criminal cases termi-
nated. Baltimore City reported the
greatest number of criminal termina-
tions with 20,689, a decrease of 1.9
percent from the Fiscal Year 1996
level of 21,085 terminations. A 4 per-
cent decline in indictment and infor-
mation terminations contributed to
the overall decrease reported by the
aforementioned jurisdiction. Prince
George's and Baltimore Counties
followed reporting 7,819 and 7,272
terminations, respectively. The
7,819 terminations reported by
Prince George's County represent a
decrease of 5.2 percent from the Fis-

39

cal Year 1996 level of 8,248 termina-
tions, while Baltimore County'’s
criminal terminations decreased by
1.9 percent from the previous year’s
level of 7,415 terminations. Contrib-
uting to the decrease reported by
Prince George’s County was a 26.7
percent reduction in jury tral pray-
ers, from 3,376 during Fiscal Year
1996, to the present level of 2,474
terminations. Baltimore County also
reported a decrease in jury trial pray-
ers (i.e.,, from 2,314 during Fiscal
Year 1996, to 2,085 during Fiscal
Year 1997), a contributing factor to
the overall decrease. There were
4,372 criminal terminations reported
by Montgomery County, a decrease
of approximately 12.9 percent from
the previous year’s total of 5,018 ter-
minations. The 4,345 criminal termi-
nations reported by Anne Arundel
County represent a 12.9 percent de-
crease from the 4,986 terminations
reported during Fiscal Year 1997.
Factors contributing to the decreases
reported by the two aforementioned

TABLE CC-1
CIRCUIT COURT - FILINGS BY FISCAL YEAR

[T Total Filings
" civil
IR Criminal
IR Juvenile

2_7_0,765 2_7_0,622 262,322 2_68,399 210,602
0 .

158,185 157,005 147,784 157,743 157,899
69,836 68,927 68,672 69,753 69,121
I42,744 I 44,69( 45,866 40,903 43,582

1993 1994 1996 1997
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TABLE CC-2

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
ALL CASES
FILINGS AND TERMINATIONS

FISCAL 1993—FISCAL 1997

COMBINED ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED AND TERMINATED
1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 - 1996-97
F T F T F T F T kT
FIRST CIRCUIT 11,296 10,922 11,096 10,563 11,079 10,564 12,004 11,140| 12;515 " 11,187
Dorchester 2,068 2,121 2,044 1,852 1,901 1,708 1,928 1,773~ 1,881 1,706
Somerset 2,046 1938 2026 1927|2051 2,075| 2,175 2076|2314 2,288
Wicomico 3,986 3,530 3936 3,531 3,924 3,825 4,532 4,155 4935 4,129
Worcester 3,196 3,333 3,090 3,253 3,203 2,956 3,369 3,136 3,385 3,064,
SECOND CIRCUIT | 10,013 9,699, 10,041 9,694! 10,750 9,844 11,400 10,438] 11,331 10,296
Caroline 1,440 1,329 1,302 1,206 1,541 1,404 1,678 1,547 1,362 1,155
Cecil 4,413 4,076 4,328 4,230 4,718 4,092 4982 4,287 4913 4,263
Kent 1,171 1,274 1,392 1,281 1,324 1,290 1,432 1,392 1,548 1,409
Queen Anne’s 1,388 1,440 1,351 1,337 1,357 1,356 1,686 1,632 1,719 1,793
Talbot 1,601 1,580 1,668 1,640 1,810 1,702 1,622 1,580] 1,789 1,676
THIRD CIRCUIT 32,815 30,645 33,537 30,113] 34,110 29,888, 34,895 28,777| 35,491 28,819
Baltimore 25,455 24,573| 26,500 24,267| 26,810 22,960| 27,952 23,209| 27,800 22,538
Harford 7,360 6,072 7037 5846 7,300 6,928 6943 5568f 7,691 6,281
FOURTH CIRCUIT 9,099 8,480, 10,544 10,621 10,206 9,583 1,263 10,241 11,717 11,173
Allegany 2,795 2,578 3,224 3310 2,680 2,528 3,230 2,994 3,452 3,894
Garrett 1,099 1,094 1,150 1,069 1,152 1,005 1,168 1,074 1,101 995
Washington 5,205 4,808 6,170 6,242 6,374 6,050 6,865 6,173 7,164 6,284
FIFTH CIRCUIT 39,866 39,161| 39,671 38,367 38,276 35,707| 38,146 36,982 35,092 32,820
Anne Arundel 26,250 27,030| 26,362 25,094 24,053 21,761 23,662 22,751 21,185 19,814
Carroll 6,236 4,934 6,296 6,064 6,143 5,853 5937 6,036 5,567 5,674
Howard 7,380 7,197 7013 7209 8,080 8,093 8,547 8,195| 8,340 7,332
SIXTH CIRCUIT 48,564 38,322| 46,242 37,012 39,127 32,750] 40,668 34,315 42,119 38,603
Frederick 5,155 4,759 5219 4,577 5,356 4417 5749  4,120f 6,371 5,151
Montgomery* 43,409 33,563| 41,023 32,435 33,771 28,333 34919 30,195{ 35,748 33,452
SEVENTH CIRCUIT | 51,999 46,841 55,213 50,303] 59,298 54,166 60,081 52,748| 61,192 55,936
Calvert 2,807 2813 2,801 2,628 3,752 3,734 4,450 4,604 4,598 4,125
Charles 5,456 5,012 5712 5,228 6,785 5,950 6,902 6,561 7,340 6,005
Prince George's 39,748 35,686 42,721 38,950 44,664 40,576 44,024 36,860| 44,161 40,887
St. Mary's 3,988 3,330 3,979 3,497 4,097 3,906 4,705 4,723 5,093 4919
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 67,113 61,736| 64,278 50,885 59,476 36,961 59,942 35,886 61,145 35,762
Baltimore City 67,113 61,736] 64278 50,885 59,476 36,96l 59,942 35886] 61,145 35,762
STATE 270,765 245,806| 270,622 237,558| 262,322 219,463 | 268,399 220,527)270,602 224,596
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TABLE CC.3
COMPARATIVE TABLE ON FILINGS
IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS
FISCAL 1996—FISCAL 1997
CIVIL CRIMINAL JUVENILE TOTAL
1995-96 | 1996-97 | c_hZim 1995-96 | 1996-97 Ch2?1 e |1995-96 | 1996-97 CLZ;gg 1995-96 | 1996-97 C_h;_?_\gg_

FIRST CIRCUIT

Dorchester 1,121 1,023 -8.7 632 632 0.0 175 226 29.1 1,928 1,881 -2.4

Somerset 1,441 1,449 0.6 535 540 0.9 199 325 63.3 2,175 2,314 6.4

Wicomico 2,371 2,638 1.3 1,808 1,922 6.3 353 375 6.2 4,532 4,935 8.9

Worcester 1,856 1,911 29 1,197 1,177 -1.7 316 297 -6.0 3,369 3,385 0.5
SECOND CIRCUIT

Caroline 1,312 945| -.28.0 203 214 54 163 203 24.5 1,678 1,362 -18.8

Cecil 2,767 2,668 -3.6( 1,491 1,503 0.8 724 742 2.5 4,982 4913 -1.4

Kent 1,157 1,282 10.8 188 192 2.1 87 74 -14.9 1,432 1,548 8.1

Queen Anne's 1,149 1,294 12.6 213 183 -14.1 324 242 -25.3 1,686 1,719 2.0

Talbot 1,108 1,119 1.0 330 390 18.2 184 280 52.2 1,622 1,789 10.3
THIRD CIRCUIT

Baltimore 15,574 15,429 09| 7,789 7,571 -2.8| 4,589 4,800 4.6 27952( 27,800 -0.5

Harford 3,991 4,601 153 2,101 2,236 6.4 851 854 04 6,943 7,691 10.7
FOURTH CIRCUIT

Allegany 2,297 2,428 57 617 694 12.5 316 330 4.4 3,230 3,452 6.9

Garrett 842 751 -10.8 193 1497 .228 133 201 51.1 1,168 1,101 -5.7

Washington 4,184 4,247 1.5 1,890 1,976 4.6 791 941 -19.0 6,865 7,164 4.1
FIFTH CIRCUIT

Anne Arundel 15010 13,033| -13.2| 4917 4419 -10.1} 3,735] 3,733 -0.1 23,662| 21,185 -10.5

Carroll 3,320 3,147 -5.2 1,953 1,756 -10.1 664 664 0.0 5937 5,567 -6.2

Howard 4,192 4,688 11.8| 3,070 2,504 -18.4| 1,285 1,148 -10.7 8,547 8,340 -2.4
SIXTH CIRCUIT

Frederick 3,361 3,571 6.3 1,522 1,465 -38 866 1,335 54.6 5,749 6,371 10.8

Montgomery* 22,711 24,451 7.7 5293| 4,516 -14.7| 6915| 6,781 -1.9] 34919| 35,748 24
SEVENTH CIRCUIT

Calvert 2,819 2,928 39 879 947 7.7 752 723 -3.9 4,450 4,598 33

Charles 4,584 4910 7.1 1,502 1,535 22 816 895 9.7 6,902 7,340 6.4

Prince George's 29,293| 28,930 -1.2; 8,851 8,907 0.6| 5880 6,324 7.6| 44,024 44,16l 0.3

St. Mary's 3,337 3,579 7.3 843 908 7.7 525 606 15.4 4,705 5,093 8.3
EIGHTH CIRCUIT

Baltimore City 27,946 | 26,877 -3.8| 21,736 22,785 4.8 10,260 11,483 1.9 59942| 61,145 2.0
STATE 157,743 | 157,899 0.1] 69,753 | 69,121 0.9 (40,903 | 43,582 6.6 ] 268,399 (270,602 0.8

* Includes juvenile cases processed at the District Court level.




jurisdictions were decreases in both
indictment and information and jury
trial prayer terminations. Montgom-
ery County reported a 9.3 percent
decrease in indictment and informa-
tion terminations (i.e., from 2,517
during Fiscal Year 1996, to 2,283
terminations during Fiscal Year
1997) and a 20.9 percent decline in
the number of jury trial prayers termi-
nated, fr~m 1,644 during Fiscal Year
1996, to the current level of 1,300
termin-tons. Likewise, indictment
and information terminations de-
creased by 10 percent in Anne Arun-
del County, while jury trial prayer
terminations decreased by 13 per-
cent. There were 3,583 indictment
and information cases terminated by
the aforementioned jurisdiction dur-
ing Fiscal Year 1996, compared to
the Fiscal Year 1997 level of 3,225
terminations. Jury trial prayer termi-
nations decreased from 771 during
Fiscal Yzar 1996, to the current level
of 671 terminations (Table CC-9).

There were 35,810 juvenile
cases terminated during Fiscal Year
1997, representing an increase of
3.5 percent over the 34,609 termina-
tions reported in Fiscal Year 1996.
Juvenile case terminations repre-
sented nearly 16 percent of all cases
terminated during Fiscal Year 1997.
Contributing to the overall increase
in juvenile case terminations were in-
creases in C.1.N.A. and delinquency
terminations. Over the past two
years, C.LN.A. terminations have in-
creased by 1.8 percent, from 8,141
during Fiscal Year 1996, to 8,284
during Fiscal Year 1997. Delin-
quency terminations have increased
by 3.6 percent since Fiscal Year
1996, from 26,220, to the present
level of 27,163 terminations. The
five larger jurisdictions accounted for
approximately 72 percent of all the
juvenile case terminations. Mont-
gomery County reported the greatest
number of terminations with 6,582,
an increase of nearly 1 percent over
the 6,524 reported during Fiscal
Year 1996. Baltimore City followed
with 6,020 terminations, an increase

of 10.3 percent over the 5,456 termi-
nations reported during the previous
year. There were 6,005 juvenile
cases terminated by Prince George’s
County during Fiscal Year 1997, an
increase of 6.3 percent over the Fis-
cal Year 1996 level of 5,648 termina-
tions. Baltimore County reported a
12 percent decrease in juvenile ter-
minations, from 4,077 during Fiscal
Year 1996, to the present level of
3,588 terminations. Anne Arundel
County also experienced a decrease
in juvenile terminations, from 3,679
during Fiscal Year 1996, to the cur-
rent level of 3,574 terminations, a
decrease of nearly 3 percent.

Court Trials, Jury Trials
and Hearings

The circuit courts conducted
273,768 judicial proceedings during
Fiscal Year 1997. That figure com-
pares with the Fiscal Year 1996 total
of 273,850 judicial proceedings.
During the fiscal year, there were
262,925 hearings held. Included in
that figure were 88,201 civil hear-
ings, 81,523 juvenile hearings and
93,201 criminal hearings. The circuit
courts also conducted 7,602 court
trials and 3,241 jury trails. Approxi-
mately 63 percent (i.e., 4,787) of all
court trials conducted during Fiscal
Year 1997 involved civil matters,
while 51.3 percent (i.e., 1,662) of all
jury trials addressed civil matters (Ta-
ble CC-10).

Elapsed Time of Case
Dispositions

The circuit courts averaged 202
days from the filing to disposition of a
civil case during Fiscal Year 1997.
During that same time period, an av-
erage time of 117 days was ex-
pended from the filing to disposition
of a criminal case, while a juvenile
case averaged 53 days from filing to
time of disposition. In comparison,
an average of 180 days was ex-
pended from the filing to disposition
of a civil case during Fiscal Year
1996, while a criminal case averaged
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116 days and a juvenile case aver-
aged 59 days during the same time
period. Inactive cases were excluded
in calculating the above averages
{Table CC-13).

Pending

At the end of Fiscal Year 1997,
the circuit courts had pending before
them 375,313 cases, representing an
increase of 11.8 percent over the
335,794 cases pending at the close of
Fiscal Year 1996. Cases involving
civil matters comprised 69.1 percent
of all pending cases at the close of
Fiscal Year 1997. There were
259,130 civil cases pending, an in-
crease of 11.5 percent over the pre-
vious year’s total of 232,338 cases.
The five largest jurisdictions contrib-
uted 218,829 cases or 84.4 percent
of the pending civil caseload. Balti-
more City reported the greatest
number of pending civil cases with
116,566, an increase of 18.5 percent
over the 98,567 cases reported at the
end of Fiscal Year 1996. Prince
George’s and Baltimore Counties
followed with 34,736 and 34,030
pending civil cases, respectively. The
34,736 pending civil cases reported
by Prince George’s County represent
a decrease of 3.4 percent from the
35,973 cases reported during Fiscal
Year 1996, while a 12.1 percent in-
crease over the previous year's total
of 30,368 cases occurred in Balti-
more County. Anne Arundel re-
ported 23,539 pending civil cases at
the end of Fiscal Year 1997. That fig-
ure represents an increase of 5.5 per-
cent over the 22,303 cases pending
at the end of the previous fiscal year.
Montgomery County reported 9,958
pending civil cases, an increase of
3.5 percent over the 9,625 cases re-
ported at the end of Fiscal Year
1996. Criminal cases pending also
increased over the two-year period.
There were 67,289 criminal cases
pending at the close of Fiscal Year
1997, representing an increase of 4.9
percent over the 64,154 cases pend-
ing at the close of the previous fiscal
year. Pending criminal cases ac-
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counted for approximately 17.9 per-
cent of the Fiscal Year 1997 pending
caseload. The five larger jurisdictions
contributed a combined total of
52,728 cases or 78.4 percent of all
pending criminal cases. That figure
represents an increase of 5.2 percent
over the 50,115 criminal cases pend-
ing at the end of Fiscal Year 1996.
Baltimore City reported the greatest
number with 30,865, an increase of
7 percent over the previous year's to-
tal of 28,844 pending criminal cases.
Prince George’s County followed
with 8,612 pending criminal cases,
an increase of 14.8 percent over the
7,505 cases reported at the close of
Fiscal Year 1996. An increase of 2
percent was noted by Baltimore
County, from 5,514 criminal cases
pending at the end of Fiscal Year
1996, to the present level of 5,626
cases. Anne Arundel and Montgom-
ery Counties both reported de-
creases over the two-year period.
Anne Arundel County reported
4,678 pending criminal cases at the
end of Fiscal Year 1997, a 5.2 per-
cent decrease from the 4,936 cases

reported during the previous year.
Montgomery County experienced a
decrease of 11.1 percent, from 3,316
criminal cases pending at the end of
Fiscal Year 1996, to the present level
of 2,947 cases. The number of juve-
nile cases pending at the close of the
fiscal year increased as well. There
were 48,894 juvenile cases pending
at the end of Fiscal Year 1997, an in-
crease of 24.4 percent over the
39,302 cases pending at the end of
the previous year. That figure repre-
sents 13 percent of the total pending
caseload for Fiscal Year 1997. The
five larger jurisdictions reported a
combined total of 45,824 cases, ac-
counting for 93.7 percent of the
pending juvenile caseload. Balti-
more City reported the greatest
number with 34,255, an increase of
31.5 percent over the 26,052 cases
pending at the end of Fiscal Year
1996. An increase of 30.1 percent
occurred in Baltimore County, from
3,663 cases last year, to the Fiscal
Year 1997 level of 4,766 pending ju-
venile cases. Montgomery County
followed with 4,023 juvenile cases

pending, an increase of 5.6 over the
3,810 cases pending at the end of
Fiscal Year 1996. There were 2,147
cases pending in Prince George'’s
County at the close of Fiscal Year
1997, compared to 2,001 cases dur-
ing the previous fiscal year, an in-
crease of 7.3 percent. Anne Arundel
County was the only larger jurisdic-
tion to note a decrease in the number
of pending juvenile cases. There
were 633 juvenile cases pending in
the aforementioned jurisdiction at
the end of Fiscal Year 1997. That fig-
ure represents a decrease of 27.3
percent from the 871 cases pending
at the end of Fiscal Year 1996.

Trends

Over the last five years, the cir-
cuit courts have experienced a slight
decrease in filing activity. There were
270,602 total filings reported during
Fiscal Year 1997, a decrease of less
than 1 percent or 163 cases from the
270,765 filings reported during Fis-
cal Year 1993. This slight decrease
can be attributed to a reduction in

1993
(90.8%)

1994
(87.8%)

1995
(83.7%)

1996
(82.2%)

1997
(83.0%)

TABLE CC4

TERMINATIONS AS A PERCENTAGE
OF FILINGS IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS

=" Terminations

' 245,806
270,765
237,558
— 270,622
219,463
262,322
220,527
ﬁ 268,399

N
N
B
(5]
pod
(=)}

270,602

* The percentage of filings that are terminated.




both civil and criminal filings, miti-
gated by arise in juvenile case filings.

Civil filings decreased by ap-
proximately 0.2 percent over the last
five years, from 158,185 during Fis-
cal Year 1993, to the current level of
157,899 filings. This rather insignifi-
cant decrease resulted from fluctuat-
ing filing activity within the various
civil categories. Motor tort filings de-
creased during the five-year period,
from 10,793 dunng Fiscal Year
1993, to the current level of 8,830 fil-
ings, a decrease of 18.2 percent.
Conversely, “other” tort filings in-
creased by 59.4 percent during the
same time period, from 4,196, to the
Fiscal Year 1997 total of 6,687 fil-
ings. Other categorical fluctuations
included a 43.5 percent decrease in
“other” law filings (i.e., from 11,817
during Fiscal Year 1993, to 6,682 fil-
ings during Fiscal Year 1997) and a
14.2 percent rise in domestic-related
case filings. There were 89,522
domestic-related filings reported dur-
ing Fiscal Year 1997, compared to
the Fiscal Year 1993 level of 78,393
filings.

Parallel to the slight decrease in
civil filings was a 1 percent reduction
in criminal case filings reported dur-

ing the last five years. There were
69,836 criminal cases filed during
Fiscal Year 1993. That figure com-
pares to 69,121 filings reported dur-
ing Fiscal Year 1997. During the five-
year period, increases were noted in
both indictment and information fil-
ings and “other” appeals. There
were 37,864 indictment and infor-
mation filings reported during Fiscal
Year 1997, an increase of 4.1 per-
cent over the 36,357 filings reported
during Fiscal Year 1993. Likewise,
“other” appeals from the District
Court increased by 13 percent, from
2,437 during Fiscal Year 1993, to the
current level of 2,755 filings. During
the same time period, a 10.6 percent
reduction in jury trial prayers was re-
ported. There were 24,284 jury trial
prayers reported during Fiscal Year
1993, compared to 21,711 filings re-
ported during Fiscal Year 1997. Dur-
ing the same time period, motor
vehicle appeals from the District
Court decreased 1.5 percent, from
1,955 during Fiscal Year 1993, to the
current level of 1,925 filings.

Juvenile filings increased ap-
proximately 2 percent during the last
five years, from 42,744 during Fiscal
Year 1993, to the Fiscal Year 1997
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level of 43,582 filings. During the
five-year period, C.LN.A. filings in-
creased by 17.1 percent, from 9,512
filings during Fiscal Year 1993, to the
present level of 11,142 filings. Incon-
trast, delinquency filings decreased
by 3.1 percent. There were 32,648
delinquency cases filed during Fiscal
Year 1993, compared to 31,630 fil-
ings reported during Fiscal Year
1997. Decreasing 35.5 percent over
the five-year time period were
C.LN.S. filings. There were 487 fil-
ings during Fiscal Year 1993, com-
pared to 314 filings reported during
Fiscal Year 1997.

While overall filings have de-
creased slightly over the last five
years, the complexity of the caseload
placed before the circuit courts for
expedient and fair adjudication has
increased. A rise in domestic-related
and tort filings during the five-year
period has continued to strain the
courts as jurists make every effort to
address the sensitive nature and far-
reaching implications of the issues
paramount to the aforementioned
case types. Additionally, as indicated
by the rise in indictment and infor-
mation case filings, criminal activity
also has been on the increase.

TABLE CC-5
JURY TRIAL PRAYERS

FY87 FY88 FYS89 FY90 FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97
Baltimore City* 8,698 8714 7905 4061 3,140 3450 4317 4293 3,752 3,255 3,841
Anne Arundel County 1,066 1,343 2,037 2,045 2,383 2,599 1274 827 746 692 596
Baltimore County 4348 4683 5499 5691 4,002 2,952 2409 2,835 235 2,354 2,143
Montgomery County 3560 3,955 3,709 2210 1,810 2493 2,093 1464 1560 1,713 1,223
Prince George’s County 4,003 3,111 2,937 3314 2955 3297 2,757 2,836 2,652 3,628 2,518
All Other Counties 6,569 7,978 9,399 10,562 10,814 11471 11,434 11,452 11,883 11,575 11,390
Total 28,244 29,784 31,426 27,883 25,104 26,262 22,284 23,707 22,949 23,217 21,711
*Based on number of defendants provided by the Criminal Assignment Office of the Circuit Court for Baltimore City.
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TABLE CC-6
TOTAL CASES FILED, TERMINATED, AND PENDING
IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS
JULY |, 1996—JUNE 30, 1997
FISCAL 1997
PENDING PENDING
Beginning of Year Filed Terminated End of Year
FIRST CIRCUIT 6,149 12,515 11,187 7,477
Dorchester 1,056 - 1,88l 1,706 1,231
Somerset 1,001 2,314 2,268 1,027
Wicomico 2,316 4,935 4,129 3,122
Worcester 1,776 3,385 3,064 2,097
SECOND CIRCUIT 5,655 11,331 10,296 6,690
Caroline 904 1,362 1,155 LI
Cecil 3,220 4913 4,263 3,870
Kent 470 1,548 1,409 609
Queen Anne's 500 1,719 1,793 426
Talbot 561 1,789 1,676 674
THIRD CIRCUIT 46,955 35,491 28,819 53,627
Baltimore 39,160 27,800 22,538 44,422
| Harford 7,795 7.691 6,281 9.205
FOURTH CIRCUIT 6,572 1,717 11,173 7,116
Allegany 2,076 3,452 3,894 1,634
Garrett 581 1,101 995 687
Washington 3915 7,164 6,284 4,795
FIFTH CIRCUIT 37,646 35,092 32,820 39,918
Anne Arundel 27,479 21,185 19.814 28,850
Carroll 4,443 5,567 5,674 4,336
Howard 5,724 8,340 7.332 6,732
SIXTH CIRCUIT 19,753 42,119 38,603 23,269
Frederick 5,121 6,371 5,151 6,341
Montgomery 14,632 35,748 33,452 16,928
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 50,274 61,192 55,936 55,530
Calvert 1,281 4,598 4,125 1,754
Charles 4,547 7,340 6,005 5,882
Prince George's 42,221 44,161 40,887 45,495
St. Mary's 2,225 5,093 4919 2,399
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 156,303 61,145 35,772 181,676
| Baltimore City 156,303 61,145 35,772 181,676
STATE 329,307 270,602 224,596 375313 ‘

NOTE: The beginning inventory figures have been adjusted to reflect additions and deletions of cases resulting from
routine maintenance and the removal of old cases that were actually terminated in a prior fiscal year. This adjustment is
also reflected in Tables CC-18, CC-23, and CC-28.
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TABLE CC-7
PERCENTAGES OF ORIGINAL AND REOPENED CASES FILED
JULY 1, 1996—}JUNE 30, 1997
FISCAL 1997
CIVIL ‘ ‘ CRIMINAL JUVENILE " TOTAL
Number Percent Number Percent Number’ Percent (100%)
FIRST CIRCUIT 7,021 56.1. 4,271 34.1 - 1,223 - 9.8 12,515
Dorchester 1,023 54.4 632 33.6 226 120 1,881
Somerset. 1,449 62.6 540 23.3 325 14.0 2,314
Wicomico 2,638 53.5 1,922 38.9 375 7.6 4,935
Worcester 1,911 56.5 1,177 348 | 297 8.8 © 3,385
SECOND CIRCUIT 7,308 64.5 2,482 21.9 1,541 13.6 | 11,331
Caroline 945 69.4 214 157 | 203 14.9 1,362
Cecil 2,668 54.3 1,503 306 | 742 5.1 4913
Kent . 1,282 82.8 192 12.4 74 48 1,548
Queen Anne's 1,294 75.3 183 10.6 _ 242 14.1 - L719
Talbot 1,119 62.5: 390 21.8 280 15.7 1,789
THIRD CIRCUIT 20,030 56.4 | 9,807 27.6 | - 5,654 159 | 35,491
Baltimore - 15.429 55.5 7,571 27.2 4,800 17.3 27,800
Harford _ 4,601 . 59.8 2,236 29.1 854 1.1 7,69
FOURTH CIRCUIT 7,426 63.4 2,819 24.1 | 1,472 126 | 1,717
Allegany 2,428 70.3 694 20.1 330 96 3,452
Garrett | 751 68.2 149 13.5 201 18.3 1,101
Washington 4,247 59.3 1,976 27.6 - 941 - 13.1 7,164
FIFTH CIRCUIT 20,868 59.5 8,679 24.7 5,545 15.8 35,092
Anne Arundel 13,033 61.5 4,419 20.9 3,733 17.6 21,185
Carroll ' 3,I,A»7 56.5 1,756 31.5 664 1.9 5,567
Howard 4688 | | 562 2,504 300 | . 1,148 i3.8 8,340
SIXTH CIRCUIT 28,022 66.5 5,981 15.4 8,116 20.9 42,119
Frederick 3,571 56.1 1,465 23.0 1,335 21.0 6,371
Montgomery* 24,451 68.4 4,516 13.9 6,781 20.9 35,748
SEVENTH CIRCUIT | 40,347 65.9 12,296 20.1 8,548 14.0 61,192
Calvert 2,928 63.7 947 20.6 723 15.7 4,598
Charles 4,910 66.9 1,535 20.9 895 12.2 - 7,340
Prince George's 28,930 65.5 8,907 20.2 6,324 14.3 44,161
St. Mary's 3,579 70.3 908 17.8 606 19 | 5093
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 26,871 43.9 22,785 373 11,483 | 188 61,145
Baltimore City | 26871 439 | 22785 373 | 11,483 188 | 61,145
STATE 157,899 584 | 69,121 25.5 43,582 " 16.1 270,602
* lJuvenile cases heard at District Court level. : B 3 '
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TABLE CC-11
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE CASES FILED IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS
FISCAL YEAR 1997
Ex Parte ' Protective Order
Hearings | Grmed | Grmeed | Hearings | gmen | fercent

FIRST CIRCUIT

Dorchester 19 16 - 84.21 16 8 50.00

Somerset 66 46 69.70 42 23 54.76

Wicomico 26 14 53.85 14 8 57.14

Worcester 17 9 52.94 9 5 55.56
SECOND CIRCUIT _

Caroline 42 38 90.48 39 25 _ 64.10

Cecil 85 58 68.24 58 23 39.66

Kent 20 16 80.00 16 9 56.25

Queen Anne's 12 7 58.33 9 8 88.89

Talbot 29 22 75.86 24 16 66.67.
THIRD CIRCUIT

Baltimore 313 169 53.99 170 9l 53.53

Harford 259 197 76.06 230 14| 61.30
[FOURTH CIRCUIT

Allegany I 1 100.00 12 8 66.67

Garrett 27 24 88.89 21 18 85.71

Washington 14 L 78.57 17 12 70.59
FIFTH CIRCUIT

Anne Arundel 89 63 70.79 57 37 64.91

Carroll 217 186 85.71 199 122 61.31

Howard 129 98 75.97 83 44 53.01
SIXTH CIRCUIT

Frederick 4 2 50.00 2 2 100.00

Montgomery 360 275 76.39 280 166 59.29
SEVENTH CIRCUIT

Calvert 98 82 83.67 84 51 60.71

Charles 243 205 84.36 208 145 69.71

Prince George's 73 57 78.08 65 42 64.62

St. Mary's 60 46 76.67 51 32 62.75
EIGHTH CIRCUIT
| Baltimore City 665 570 85.71 550 286 52.00
STATE 2,878 2,222 77.21 2,256 1,322 58.60

NOTE: This table represents only those hearings that were held in Fiscal Year 1997.
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TABLE CC-13

AVERAGE DAYS FROM FILING TO DISPOSITION
FISCAL 1995—1997

CRIMINAL JUVENILE

1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 | 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 | 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97

FIRST CIRCUIT
Dorchester 190 133 139 125 53
Somerset 115 84 90 98 19
Wicomico 140 105 107 101 45
Worcester 192 77 83 80 49

SECOND CIRCUIT
Caroline 172 16
Cecil 172 68
Kent 192 57
Queen Anne’s 166 53
Talbot 173 36

THIRD CIRCUIT '
Baltimore 184 197 64
Harford 162 155 80

FOURTH CIRCUIT
Allegany 237 226 79
Garrett 183 190 45
Washington 161 154 64

FIFTH CIRCUIT
Anne Arundel 227 238 66
Carroll 176 182 74
Howard 235 220 74

SIXTH CIRCUIT
Frederick 170 229 73
Montgomery 88 114 177 94 90 94

SEVENTH CIRCUIT
Calvert 231 224 200 122 16 88 74
Charles 182 177 181 164 153 80 77 75
Prince George’s 209 199 225 114 127 80 71 67
St. Mary’s 193 209 196 131 126 77 78 77

EIGHTH CIRCUIT
Baltimore City 278 262 272 96 112 110 9 11 11

STATE 174 180 202 113 116 117 6l 59 53

NOTE: A small number of len Ig' cases can increase an average, particularly in a jurisdiction with a small caseload. For
that reason, civil cases over 721 days old, criminal cases over 360 days old, and juvenile cases over 27| days old have been
excluded in the above calculations. Approximately 90 to 95 percent of the cases are disposed of within those time periods.
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TABLE CC-14
POPULATION IN RELATION TO CIRCUIT COURT CASELOAD
JULY 1, 1996—}UNE 30, 1997
FISCAL 1997
T ey R oo | A
Cases CIRCUIT COURT RATIO OF
Cases Filed Terminated PER THOUSAND | JURY TRIALS
Per Judge Per judge POPULATION (TO POPULATION
. 4]
§ ¥ §o r §
| s 53| ¢ E| . E|: E sy o8
a s arc = E = E = E § > 2 -1
K 2 28| &6 5| 8 § |6 & & | 2E 8¢
FIRST CIRCUIT
Dorchester*** 29,900 1.l 26460 | 1,135 575| 1,075 475| 42 21 63 46 1.54
Somerset 24,500 1.0 24,500| 1,774 540 1,750 53872 22 94 27 1.10
Wicomico*** 79,900 29 27,840| 1,039 663 8il 6121 38 24 62 76 0.95
Worcester 42,100 20 21,050] 1,104 589 1,014 518| 52 28 80 45 1.07
SECOND CIRCUIT
Caroline 29,500 1.0 29500 1,148 214 996 159 | 39 7 46 29 0.98
Cexil 80,600 20 40,300| 1,705 752 1,458 674 42 19 6l 93 1.15
Kent 19,000 1.0 19,000 1,356 192} 1,242 167| 71 10 8l 24 1.26
Queen Anne's 38600(. 1.0 38600| 1,536 183 1,587 206 | 40 5 45 22 0.57
Talbot 32,600 1.0 32,600 1,399 390} 1,340 336| 43 12 55 34 1.04
THIRD CIRCUIT
Baltimore 720,600 150 48,040 1,349 505{ 1,018 485 28 11 39 236 0.33
Harford . 212,900 50 42,580| 1,091 447 884 3731 26 11 37 77 0.36
FOURTH CIRCUIT
Allegany 72,600 20 36,300 1,379 347 1.6l 336 38 10 48 52 072
Garrett 29,500 1.0 29,500 952 149 859 136 | 32 5 37 26 0.88
Woashington 127.800 4.0 31950 1,297 494| 1,123 4491 4] 15 56 106 0.83
FIFTH CIRCUIT ‘
Anne Arundel 471,500 9.0 52,389| 1,863 491 1,719 483 | 36 9 45 233 0.49
Carroll 146,700 30 48900 1,270 585 1,284 607 | 26 12 38 52 0.35
Howard 230,400 5.0 46,080 1,167 501 981 485 | 25 1 36 104 0.45
SIXTH CIRCUIT
Frederick 184,100 4.0 46,025} 1,227 366 885 403 | 27 8 35 64 0.35
Montgomery 824,700 160 51,544 1,528 282 1,406 273 30 5 35 459 0.56
SEVENTH CIRCUIT
Calvert 69,200 20 34600| 1,826 474 1,644 419| 53 14 67 47 0.68
Charles 115,300 40 28825 1,451 384 1,114 387 | 50 13 63 100 0.87
Prince George's 778,900 20.0 38945] 1,763 445| 1,653 391 45 11 56 519 0.67
St. Mary's 83,300 2.0 41,650 | 2,093 454 | 2064 396 50 11 6l 57 0.68
EIGHTH CIRCUIT
| Baltimore City**** 664,300 280 23725| 1,370 813 538 739158 34 921 2,120 3.19
|STATE 5,108,500 | 134.0 38,123 | 1,453 516] 1,149 478 | 38 14 524,738 0.93
*Population estimate for July 1, 1997, Issued by the Maryland Center for Health Statistics.
**Juvenlle causes In Montgomery County are not included since they are heard at the District Court level. Juvenile causes in all other
counties are Included in the civll category.
***Dorchester and Wicomlco Countles share one judge.
****The number of jury trials for Baltimore Clty was based on a linear regression projection using statistics from the last five years.
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TABLE CC-I5

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE TABLE
APPEALS FROM THE DISTRICT COURT AND ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES

FISCAL 1993—FISCAL 1997

1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97
District Admin. | District Admin. | District Admin. [District Admin. | District Admin.
Court Agencies| Court Agencies| Court Agencies| Court Agencies| Court Agencies

FIRST CIRCUIT 191 178 268 175 227 176 271 188 227 157
Dorchester 43 29 69 27 69 27 58 27 44 16
Somerset 29 45 34 46 2| 62 18 67 25 39
Wicomico 62 8l 97 75 67 46 120 58 85 55
Worcester 57 23 68 27 70 41 75 36 73 47
SECOND CIRCUIT 170 129 175 140 170 1S 170 124 186 1o
Caroline 28 15 19 14 27 10 24 I 2| 0
Cecil 6l 65 71 52 57 39 59 4| 68 46
Kent 10 8 14 30 10 15 18 25 16 18
Queen Anne’s K] 21 38 22 27 22 3l 24 28 21
Talbot 40 20 33 22 49 29 38 23 53 25
THIRD CIRCUIT 1,298 900 | 1,480 980 | 1,563 933 (1,682 850 1,593 735
Baltimore 1,142 730 1,316 802 1,410 775 11,522 689 1,427 581
Harford 156 170 164 178 153 158 160 161 166 154
FOURTH CIRCUIT 158 232 226 257 218 286 210 260 235 291
Allegany 47 84 53 84 72 84 64 95 46 13
Garrett 16 36 13 30 17 32 24 20 23 17
Washington 95 112 160 143 129 170 122 145 166 161
FIFTH CIRCUIT 1,014 690 | 1,020 751 1,101 804 (1,104 795 907 727
Anne Arundel 508 436 564 512 684 538 652 528 502 503
Carroll 230 125 206 95 181 123 139 104 13 86
Howard 276 129 250 144 236 143 313 163 292 138
SIXTH CIRCUIT 1,228 543 | 1,294 590 | 1,292 545 (1,353 555 1,272 530
Frederick 140 86 144 83 176 86 158 99 185 102
Montgomery 1,088 457 1,150 507 1,116 459 | 1,195 456 1,087 428
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 456 614 638 710 849 618 |1,006 703 928 605
Calvert 32 43 32 39 57 36 52 50 42 48
Charles 60 67 83 75 83 62 102 76 87 41
Prince George's 353 464 498 541 678 465 818 525 759 466
St. Mary’s I 40 25 55 31 55 34 52 40 50
EIGHT